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 RESPONSE TO 201-1: Comment noted. 
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 RESPONSE TO 201-2: DOE agrees that the potential 
impacts that ESJ Wind project would have on the U.S. are 
relevant to the DOE’s decision to issue the Presidential 
permit. As such the EIS includes an analysis of the potential 
impacts of the ESJ Wind project on the U.S. These potential 
impacts are discussed for each discipline area in Section 3.  

Additional analysis of potential biological resources impacts 
to the U.S. related to the ESJ Wind project has been added 
in Section 3.1 of the EIS. Refer to response to comment 
201-3 for additional discussion of potential biological 
resource impacts of the ESJ Wind project on the U.S.  
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 RESPONSE TO 201-3: Additional analysis of potential 
biological resources impacts to the U.S. related to the ESJ 
Wind project has been added in Section 3.1 of the EIS.  

EIS Section 3.1 (Biological Resources) is expanded in 
response to comments to include further discussion of 
potential impacts to avian species, and potential cross-
border impacts. The MBTA and BGEPA are U.S. statutes 
that do not apply to actions outside U.S. jurisdiction. 
However, migratory birds, including golden eagles, are 
protected by international treaties. The Mexican government 
is a signatory to at least one such treaty and is responsible 
for addressing impacts to this species within Mexico. 

Refer to response to comment 108-8 for a summary of 
ongoing research on California condor and eagle 
populations in the ESJ Wind project area.  

RESPONSE TO 201-4: The analysis of potential biological 
resources impacts related to the ECO Substation 
switchyards and SWPL loop-in has been updated to 
incorporate relevant information from the October 2011 
EIR/EIS prepared by the CPUC and BLM for the ECO 
Substation project. Refer to Section 4.1.1 of the EIS. 
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 RESPONSE TO 201-5: The EPA’s recommended fugitive 
dust source control measures have been reviewed and 
compared to the recommendations in the EIS. As noted in 
EIS Section 3.10.2, the project is required to comply with 
San Diego Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) Rule 
55 – Fugitive Dust Control (adopted June 24, 2009; 
effective December 24, 2009). A Dust Control Plan would 
be prepared and filed in advance of construction in 
accordance with SDAPCD guidelines pursuant to Rule 55. 
As shown in the table below, the specific dust control 
measures provided in this rule are essentially equivalent to 
the EPA’s recommended measures. 

The EPA’s recommended mobile and stationary source 
control measures have been reviewed and compared to the 
recommendations in the EIS. As shown in the table below, 
these measures are essentially equivalent to EIS Mitigation 
Measures Air Quality-1 (use low-emission construction 
equipment), Air Quality-2 (minimize vehicle idling), Air 
Quality-3 (encourage carpooling), and an aspect of 
SDPACD Rule 55 Dust Control Plan (limit vehicle speeds 
to 15 mph on unpaved roads). 

Regarding PM10, the EIS air quality emissions estimates 
presented in Section 3.10 and Appendix F are revised based 
on further analysis of PM10 impacts since publication of the 
Draft EIS. The analysis is now consistent with the estimates 
provided in the applicant’s March 4, 2011 letter to the 
California Public Utilities Commission. In this letter, ESJ 
provides a refined analysis of PM10 emissions by applying 
the new EPA method for calculating paved road dust 
emissions (EPA January 2011, AP-42 Chapter 13.2.1), 
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 and by reducing the number of off-road miles travelled by 
heavy trucks hauling excess soil from the site to a landfill 
during a peak day (as compared to the Draft EIS analysis). 
Based on that revised analysis, the resulting peak daily PM10 
emissions (the sum of Combustion Particulate PM10 and 
Fugitive Dust PM10) are reduced from 286 lb. to 88 lb., and 
thus would fall below the local agency impact threshold of 
100 lb/day (see EIS Table 3.10-5 for applicable thresholds). 
The revised emissions estimates are presented in EIS 
Section 3.10, Tables 3.10-6, 3.10-7, and 3.10-8, as well as 
corresponding tables in Appendix F. The revised emissions 
tables and the ESJ March 4, 2011 letter are provided in EIS 
Appendix F (Air Quality Calculations and Summary Tables) 
for reference.  

The EPA’s recommended administrative controls have been 
reviewed and compared to the recommendations in the EIS. 
As shown in the table below, the EPA’s recommendation to 
meet EPA diesel fuel requirements for off-road and on-
highway, and where appropriate use alternative fuels such as 
natural gas and electric equipment, is essentially equivalent 
to aspects of Mitigation Air Quality-1 (Use Low-Emission 
Construction Equipment). The recommendation to avoid 
traffic interference would be addressed through a Traffic 
Control Plan that would be required in accordance with 
County of San Diego standards. EPA’s recommendation to 
locate construction equipment and staging zones away from 
sensitive receptors and fresh air intakes to buildings and air 
conditioners will be addressed by the fact that there are no 
sensitive receptors or buildings in close proximity to the 
construction work areas. Based on this comparison of EPA’s 
recommended air quality practices to the EIS recommended 
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  mitigations and the SDAPCD Dust Control Plan and other 
local regulatory requirements, no additional air quality 
mitigations are indicated. 

  EPA Recommended Air Quality 
Mitigation 

Corresponding Regulatory 
Requirements and EIS Additional 
Identified Mitigation 

Fugitive Dust Source Controls:  
Stabilize open storage piles and disturbed 
areas by covering and/or applying water or 
chemical/organic dust palliative where 
appropriate. This applies to both inactive 
and active sites, during workdays, 
weekends, holidays, and windy conditions. 

SDAPCD Rule 55 Dust Control Plan: Water 
or non-toxic soil stabilizers would be applied 
to all unpaved access roads, parking areas, 
and staging areas with sufficient frequency 
to maintain an effective level of soil 
moisture or cohesion while avoiding 
excessive water application. 
Soil stabilizers would be applied to inactive 
construction areas on an as-needed basis. 
Vegetative ground cover would be planted 
in disturbed areas as soon as possible 
following construction. 

Install wind fencing, and phase grading 
operation, where appropriate, and operate 
water trucks for stabilization of surfaces 
under windy conditions. 

SDAPCD Rule 55 Dust Control Plan: Sites 
would be pre-watered 48 hours in advance 
of clearing and the amount of disturbed 
area would be reduced where possible in 
order to conserve water. 
Construction grading would be prohibited 
on days when the wind gusts exceed 25 
mph (40 kilometers per hour [kph]) to the 
extent feasible to control fugitive dust and 
reduce water consumption. 
Exposed stockpiles of soil and other 
excavated materials would be contained 
within perimeter silt fencing, watered, 
treated with soil binders, or covered as 
necessary. 

When hauling material and operating non-
earthmoving equipment, prevent spillage, 
and limit speeds to 15 miles per hour (mph). 
Limit speed of earthmoving equipment to 10 
mph. 

SDAPCD Rule 55 Dust Control Plan: All 
trucks hauling soil and other loose material 
would be pre-moistened and covered or 
maintain at least 2 feet (0.6 m) of freeboard. 
Vehicle speeds would be limited to 15 mph 
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(24 kph) on unpaved roads. 
Paved access roads would be machine-
swept daily if visible soil material is carried 
onto adjacent public roads or streets. If 
necessary, trucks and equipment would be 
washed upon exiting the job site and before 
entering public roads or streets. 

Mobile and Stationary Source Controls:  
Reduce use, trips, and unnecessary idling 
of heavy equipment. 

Additional Mitigation Air Quality-2: Minimize 
Vehicle Idling 
To the extent feasible and when safe to do 
so, unnecessary construction vehicle idling 
time should be minimized. The ability to 
limit construction vehicle idling time is 
dependent upon the sequence of 
construction activities and when and where 
vehicles are needed or staged. Certain 
vehicles, such as large diesel-powered 
vehicles, have extended warm-up times 
following start-up that limit their availability 
for use following start-up. Where such 
diesel-powered vehicles are required for 
repetitive construction tasks, these vehicles 
may require more idling time. ESJ should 
apply a “common sense” approach to 
vehicle use; if a vehicle is not required for 
use immediately or continuously for 
construction activities, its engine would be 
shut off. Construction foremen should 
include briefings to crews on vehicle use as 
a part of pre-construction conferences 
including a discussion of “common sense” 
regarding vehicle use.  
Additional Mitigation Air Quality-3, 
Encourage Carpooling, recommends that if 
suitable park-and-ride facilities are available 
in the vicinity of the alternative corridors, 
construction workers should be encouraged 
to carpool to the job site to the extent 
feasible. The ability to develop an effective 
carpool program for the Project would 
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depend upon the proximity of carpool 
facilities to the job site, the geographical 
commute departure points of construction 
workers, and the extent to which carpooling 
would not adversely affect worker arrival 
time and the project’s construction 
schedule. 

Maintain and tune engines per 
manufacturer’s specifications to perform 
EPA certification levels, where applicable, 
and to perform at verified standards 
applicable to retrofit technologies. Employ 
periodic, unscheduled inspections to limit 
unnecessary idling and to ensure that 
construction equipment is properly 
maintained, tuned, and modified consistent 
with established specifications. 

Additional Mitigation Air Quality-1, Use Low-
Emission Construction Equipment, 
recommends that construction equipment 
should be maintained in accordance with 
the manufacturer specifications and ESJ 
should use low-emission equipment 
(described below). All off-road construction 
equipment and portable equipment diesel 
engines not registered under the CARB 
Statewide Portable Equipment Registration 
Program, that have a rating of 50 
horsepower (hp) or more, would meet, at a 
minimum, the Tier 2 California Emission 
Standards for Off-Road Compression-
Ignition Engines as specified in California 
Code of Regulations, Title 13, Sec. 
2423(b)(1) unless that engine is not 
available for a particular item of equipment. 
In the event a Tier 2 engine is not available 
for any off-road engine larger than 100 hp, 
that engine would be equipped with a Tier 1 
engine. If any engine larger than 100 hp 
does not meet Tier 1 standards, that engine 
should be equipped with a catalyzed diesel 
particulate filter (soot filter), unless the 
engine manufacturer indicates that the use 
of such devices is not practical for that 
particular engine type. ESJ should 
substitute small electric-powered equipment 
for diesel- and gasoline-powered 
construction equipment, where feasible. 

Prohibit any tampering with engines and 
require continuing adherence to 
manufacturer’s recommendations. 

Additional Mitigation Air Quality-1, Use Low-
Emission Construction Equipment, 
discussed above, requires that construction 
equipment be maintained in accordance 
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with the manufacturer specifications. 
If practicable, lease new, clean equipment 
meeting the most stringent of applicable 
Federal or State Standards. 

Additional Mitigation Air Quality-1, Use Low-
Emission Construction Equipment, 
discussed above, recommends that all off-
road construction equipment and portable 
equipment diesel engines not registered 
under the CARB Statewide Portable 
Equipment Registration Program, that have 
a rating of 50 horsepower (hp) or more, 
would meet, at a minimum, the Tier 2 
California Emission Standards for Off-Road 
Compression-Ignition Engines as specified 
in California Code of Regulations, Title 13, 
Sec. 2423(b)(1) unless that engine is not 
available for a particular item of equipment. 
These requirements reflect currently 
adopted standards for construction 
equipment. 

Utilize EPA-registered particulate traps and 
other appropriate controls where suitable, to 
reduce emissions of diesel particulate 
matter and other pollutants at the 
construction site. 

Additional Mitigation Air Quality-1, Use Low-
Emission Construction Equipment, 
discussed above, includes a 
recommendation that if any engine larger 
than 100 hp does not meet Tier 1 
standards, that engine should be equipped 
with a catalyzed diesel particulate filter 
(soot filter), unless the engine manufacturer 
indicates that the use of such devices is not 
practical for that particular engine type. 

Limit vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 
15 mph. 

SDAPCD Rule 55 Dust Control Plan, 
requires that vehicle speeds be limited to 15 
mph (24 kph) on unpaved roads. 

Administrative controls:  
Identify all commitments to reduce 
construction emissions and incorporate 
these reductions into the air quality analysis 
to reflect additional air quality improvements 
that would result from adopting specific air 
quality measures. 

The measures listed here were 
incorporated into the EIS construction 
emissions estimates. 

Meet EPA diesel fuel requirements for off-
road and on-highway; and where 
appropriate use alternative fuels such as 
natural gas and electric. 

Additional Mitigation Air Quality-1: Use Low-
Emission Construction Equipment, 
discussed above, includes a 
recommendation that all off-road 
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construction equipment and portable 
equipment diesel engines not registered 
under the CARB Statewide Portable 
Equipment Registration Program, that have 
a rating of 50 horsepower (hp) or more, 
would meet, at a minimum, the Tier 2 
California Emission Standards for Off-Road 
Compression-Ignition Engines unless that 
engine is not available for a particular item 
of equipment.  
Mitigation Air Quality-1 also recommends 
that ESJ should substitute small electric-
powered equipment for diesel- and 
gasoline-powered construction equipment, 
where feasible. 

Develop construction traffic and parking 
management plan that minimizes traffic 
interference and maintains traffic flow. 

A Traffic Control Plan will be developed and 
implemented during construction and long-
term maintenance and operations, in 
accordance with County of San Diego 
standard requirements. Traffic interference 
and traffic flow reductions are not 
anticipated due to the rural project location 
and low traffic volumes on Old Highway 80. 

Identify sensitive receptors in the project 
area, such as children, elderly, and infirm, 
and specify the means by which you will 
minimize impacts to these populations. For 
example, locate construction equipment 
and staging zones away from sensitive 
receptors and fresh air intakes to buildings 
and air conditioners. 

There are no sensitive receptors or 
buildings in close proximity to the 
construction work areas. 

 

  RESPONSE TO 201-6: The Final EIS incorporates the 
applicant-proposed measures and additional mitigation 
measures, as described throughout the EIS and summarized 
in Section 2.7 (Applicant-Proposed Measures Applicable to 
All Alternatives) and Table 2-3 (Summary of Impacts by 
Resource Area). Measures incorporated within the project’s 
design are not considered mitigation measures. If they 
reduce a potentially significant impact, they eliminate the 
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potential for that significant impact, since the “measure” is 
now an integral component of the Project. The Record of 
Decision (ROD) will reflect that the applicant-proposed 
measures are incorporated into, and are intrinsic to, the 
project description. In developing the ROD, DOE will 
consider the additional mitigation measures as deemed 
appropriate. 
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 RESPONSE TO 202-1: The comment is noted. 



Volume 3 
Comments and Responses 

Energia Sierra Juarez U.S. Transmission Line Final EIS 200-14 May 2012 

 

 RESPONSE TO 203-1: The comment is noted. 

RESPONSE TO 203-2: Additional analysis of potential 
biological resources impacts to the U.S. related to the ESJ 
Wind project has been added in Section 3.1 of the EIS. EIS 
Section 5.3 is updated with additional discussion of 
potential cumulative project impacts to avian wildlife and 
other biological resources. The analysis of potential impacts 
related to the ESJ Wind project in Mexico is limited in 
scope to those impacts that have a potential to impact the 
U.S. 
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 RESPONSE TO 204-1: Section 3.15 (Services and 
Utilities) is revised to discuss this requirement, and the 
requirement is added to Table 8-1. The applicant has been 
advised of these engineering design requirements, and the 
requirement to obtain a permit from IBWC before 
construction commences. 
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 RESPONSE TO 301-1: The comment is noted. 
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 RESPONSE TO 302-1: The comment is noted. 
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 RESPONSE TO 303-1: The EIS is updated at Section 2.4 
to include a description of ESJ’s proposed groundwater 
extraction from an existing non-potable groundwater well. 
Section 3 (Affected Environment, Impacts, and Mitigation) 
is also updated to include discussions of potential impacts 
associated with the proposed groundwater use. DOE has 
advised the applicant of the need to obtain groundwater 
permits as appropriate, and to report groundwater well 
drilling and logging to the Department of Water Resources, 
if a new well is constructed. EIS Section 3.11 (Water 
Resources) is revised to discuss this requirement. The 
requirement is also added to Table 8-1 (List of Potentially 
Required Permits / Approvals). 
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 RESPONSE TO 304-1: A Phase 1 Environmental Site 
Assessment was completed by the applicant’s consultant 
(AECOM 2009). Results of this assessment are summarized 
in Section 3.8 Public Health and Safety, at Section 3.8.1.1, 
and the Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment is provided 
in EIS Appendix B. The assessment included the entire 
360-acre (146-hectare) parcel area on which the alternative 
corridors and access roads are proposed. According to the 
report preparer, the assessment was performed in 
conformance with the general scope and limitations of 
American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) 
Standard Practice E 1527-05 for ESAs. Based on DOE’s 
independent review of the Phase 1 assessment, and DOE’s 
site visits to the property during preparation of this EIS, 
DOE agrees with the conclusions of the applicant’s report 
regarding past uses of the property.  

RESPONSE TO 304-2: Mitigation Measure Public Health-
1 (evaluate contaminated sites) would minimize potential 
impacts to worker and public health and safety from releases 
of previously unidentified contaminated areas within the 
corridor by requiring that construction workers be trained to 
identify contaminated soil and that ESJ follow specific 
procedures in the event that contaminated soils are 
encountered. Specifically, step 3 of Mitigation Measure 
Public Health-1 states that, should an investigation reveal 
high levels of hazardous materials, health and safety risks 
would be mitigated according to County of San Diego 
Certified Unified Program Agency or Regional Water 
Quality Control Board regulations or requirements. This 
would include site-specific Health and Safety Plans, Work 
Plans, and/or Remediation Plans. 
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 Appropriate oversight agencies are identified, including the 
County of San Diego Certified Unified Program Agency or 
Regional Water Quality Control Board. 

RESPONSE TO 304-3: Refer to response to comment 
304-2. Mitigation Measure Public Health-1 (evaluate 
contaminated sites) provides for preparation of site-specific 
Health and Safety Plans, Work Plans, and/or Remediation 
Plans, as appropriate, by qualified specialists. 

RESPONSE TO 304-4: No buildings, other structures, 
asphalt or concrete-paved surface areas are planned to be 
demolished. 

RESPONSE TO 304-5: The provisions in Mitigation 
Public Health-1 (evaluate contaminated sites) are intended 
to address potential future excavations and the use of 
imported soil. The mitigation is updated to include a 
provision to ensure that imported soil is free of 
contamination. 

RESPONSE TO 304-6: EIS Section 3.8.1.1 summarizes 
the results of the Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment. 
As noted above, and in the EIS, there are a low number of 
people in the construction area, and no demolition is 
planned. Therefore, a health risk assessment is not required 
by a local agency. 
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 RESPONSE TO 304-7: According to the studies described 
in Section 3.8.1.1, the site has not been previously used for 
agricultural, livestock or related activities. A Phase 1 
Environmental Site Assessment was completed by the 
applicant’s consultant (AECOM 2009). Results of this 
assessment are summarized in Section 3.8 Public Health and 
Safety, at Section 3.8.1.1, and the Phase 1 Environmental 
Site Assessment is provided in EIS Appendix B. The 
assessment included the entire 360-acre (146-hectare) parcel 
area on which the alternative corridors and access roads are 
proposed. According to the report preparer, the landowner 
indicated during an interview that “there have been no 
commercial or industrial uses of the subject property, 
including agricultural use” (page 4-1, Section 4.1 in 
AECOM 2009). 

Based on DOE’s independent review of the Phase 1 
assessment, and DOE’s site visits during preparation of this 
EIS, DOE agrees with the conclusions of the applicant’s 
report regarding past uses of the property. 

RESPONSE TO 304-8: Project operations would entail 
periodic maintenance of the transmission towers (or 
monopoles) and conductors. Such activities are not expected 
to generate substantial quantities of hazardous wastes, and 
will not require onsite storage or treatment of wastes. The 
EIS at Section 3.8 is updated to include this clarification, 
and to reference the applicable hazardous materials handling 
and waste laws and regulations. 

RESPONSE TO 304-9: The comment is noted. 
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 RESPONSE TO 305-1: The requested change is made to 
Section 1.3. This issue is also addressed in the Draft EIS at 
Section 1.1.2, footnote 6, which indicates, in part: 
“According to Sempra’s August 28, 2009, letter to DOE, 
ESJ requests that the import capacity in the Presidential 
permit be limited to the physical capacity of the 
transmission line (1,250 MW) and that power on this line 
be limited to renewable energy projects.” [emphasis added] 
The citation in footnote 6 is from page 2, paragraph 5 of the 
applicant’s August 28, 2009 letter to DOE. This letter is 
available at the project website: 
http://esjprojecteis.org/docs/DOE_Presidential_Permit_clari
fication.pdf 

This point is stated again at EIS Section 1.5.1, which states: 
“ESJ has indicated to DOE that the proposed electrical 
transmission line is intended to be used only for renewable 
generation. Accordingly, any alternative future use of the 
transmission corridor would require a new or revised 
Presidential permit application to be filed with DOE and 
would be subject to a separate NEPA review. Therefore, the 
possible use of the line for non-renewable energy is outside 
the scope of this EIS.” 

As stated in the EIS, should the application for a 
Presidential permit be approved, the permit would be 
conditioned on this provision.  

In its comment letter to DOE (comment 404-1, provided 
herein), ESJ reiterated its previous communication to DOE 
that the import capacity of the transmission line in the 
Presidential permit would be limited to the physical capacity 
of the line (1,250 MW) and that power on this line be 
limited to renewable energy projects. 

http://esjprojecteis.org/docs/DOE_Presidential_Permit_clarification.pdf
http://esjprojecteis.org/docs/DOE_Presidential_Permit_clarification.pdf
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 RESPONSE TO 305-2: The County of San Diego’s CEQA 
guidelines are considered in impacts assessment for certain 
disciplines with quantitative thresholds (e.g. air quality, 
noise). However, the document is not intended to satisfy all 
of the County CEQA requirements, and thus the Draft EIS 
analysis did not necessarily document the analysis of 
impacts relative to the County’s impact thresholds and 
guidelines. DOE carefully reviewed the County’s 
Guidelines for Determining Significance for each applicable 
resource area and confirmed that there are no material 
differences in the EIS impact assessment methodology that 
would lead to different conclusions. Section 3 is expanded 
to provide additional discussion of County thresholds. 

RESPONSE TO 305-3: DOE has determined that the 
Sunrise Powerlink project is not a connected action to the 
ESJ U.S. Transmission Line project. The CEQ definition of 
connected action (40 CFR 1508.25(1)) states, in part, that 
actions are connected if they:  

(i) Automatically trigger other actions which may require 
environmental impact statements.  

(ii) Cannot or will not proceed unless other actions are taken 
previously or simultaneously.  

(iii) Are interdependent parts of a larger action and depend 
on the larger action for their justification. 
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 The ESJ U.S. Transmission Line project is not dependent on 
Sunrise because the ESJ U.S. Transmission Line project will 
interconnect to the grid using the Southwest Powerlink via a 
loop-in from the ECO substation (i.e., not Sunrise 
Powerlink). Further, Sunrise Powerlink project construction 
is underway and will be completed regardless of whether or 
not the ESJ U.S. Transmission Line project goes forward. 
The EIS considers the Sunrise Powerlink project in the 
cumulative impact assessment. The applicant’s previous 
written explanation to DOE regarding the relationship 
between the ESJ U.S. Transmission Line and Sunrise 
Powerlink projects (ESJ letter to DOE dated May 30, 2008) 
is discussed in Section 1.5.1.2 and footnote 10.  

Further input related to Sunrise Powerlink was provided by 
Sempra Generation during preparation of the Final EIS 
(Sempra Generation’s July 1, 2011 letter is provided on the 
project website at: 
http://www.esjprojecteis.org/docs/Sempra_Response_to_D
OE_Questions_2011-07-01.pdf). 

RESPONSE TO 305-4: The EIS is updated at Section 2.4 
to include a description of ESJ’s proposed use of a 
groundwater well during construction. Section 3 is also 
updated to include a discussion of potential impacts 
associated with the proposed groundwater use. 

http://www.esjprojecteis.org/docs/Sempra_Response_to_DOE_Questions_2011-07-01.pdf
http://www.esjprojecteis.org/docs/Sempra_Response_to_DOE_Questions_2011-07-01.pdf
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 RESPONSE TO 305-5: DOE has identified a full range of 
reasonable alternatives as required by NEPA. The purpose 
and need for DOE’s action is to respond to the ESJ request 
for a Presidential permit. DOE has identified and assessed 
multiple alternatives that respond to this purpose and need.  

In its “40 Questions” guidance, the CEQ addressed the 
question of whether an EIS prepared in connection with an 
application for a permit must rigorously analyze and discuss 
alternatives that are outside the capability of the applicant, 
or whether it can be limited to reasonable alternatives that 
can be carried out by the applicant. CEQ’s response advised:  

In determining the scope of alternatives to be 
considered, the emphasis is on what is "reasonable" 
rather than on whether the proponent or applicant 
likes or is itself capable of carrying out a particular 
alternative. Reasonable alternatives include those 
that are practical or feasible from the technical and 
economic standpoint and using common sense, 
rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of 
the applicant. 

DOE considered this guidance in identifying alternatives for 
analysis. The identified alternatives are based on 
information from the applicant, scoping comments, and 
DOE’s own review of the proposal. As indicated in Section 
1.3, the applicant’s stated objective for the proposed 
transmission line is to transport electrical power generated 
by the ESJ Wind project in Mexico to the U.S. The EIS 
analyzes multiple alternatives that respond to the applicant’s 
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 objective, in addition to the alternative of no action. The 
applicant’s preferred alternative at the time of the draft EIS 
was the 230-kV design. The 500-kV design is a valid and 
reasonable alternative for accomplishing the objective. 
Additionally, it has been necessary for the applicant to 
consider this option as a contingency because the 230-kV 
design may not be viable pending the outcome of the ECO 
Substation design. DOE’s analysis includes possible routing 
variations for both designs. Revised routes are considered in 
the final EIS due to a proposed change in the location of the 
ECO Substation. DOE considered the option of an 
underground line, but did not conduct detailed analysis of 
this option because it concluded (Section 2.8.3) that 
undergrounding was not a reasonable alternative.  

Note that under NEPA, alternatives to an applicant proposal 
are not limited to only those that appear to reduce 
environmental impacts. 

RESPONSE TO 305-6: Refer to response to comment 
305-5 for discussion of the basis for the selection of the 
project alternatives analyzed in the EIS. As indicated in 
Section 1.2, the purpose and need for DOE’s action is to 
respond to the ESJ request for a Presidential permit. The 
alternatives considered are responsive to this purpose and 
need. The EIS has not evaluated alternatives based on any 
jurisdictional criterion.  

RESPONSE TO 305-7: Refer to response to comment 
305-5 for discussion of the basis for the selection of the 
project alternatives analyzed in the EIS. The first four of the 
commenter’s suggested alternatives were analyzed in the 
draft and final EIS. 
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 The fifth suggested alternative, the potential of a direct 
interconnection to Mexican transmission lines, specifically 
the WECC transmission corridor, has been considered, and 
it has been determined that this is not a reasonable 
alternative. Discussion of this alternative has been added to 
Section 2.8.1 in this final EIS. With regard to the 
commenter’s sixth suggestion (new ECO Substation 
alignment), the EIS is updated at Section 2 (Proposed 
Action and Alternatives) to include this alignment as 
Alternative 4, as described with ESJ’s May 2010 filing with 
the County of San Diego, and as described in the ECO 
Substation EIR/EIS. EIS Appendix B (Project Details) is 
updated to include new Grading Plans (applicant’s 
engineering drawing set C09 through C16, excluding C-15) 
to illustrate the new alignment. ESJ has identified a 230-kV 
line on this revised alignment (referred to in this EIS as 
Alternative 4A) as its preferred alternative. Section 1 is 
revised to identify this as both the applicant’s and DOE’s 
preferred alternative. 

RESPONSE TO 305-8: DOE has presented its analysis and 
conclusions regarding the undergrounding alternative in EIS 
Section 2.8.3. As discussed in Section 2.8.3, it is technically 
feasible to install transmission lines underground. However, 
utility experience with underground transmission lines is 
limited, particularly at higher voltages, and undergrounding 
is typically only used for relatively short distances in 
locations where there are major constraints on aboveground 
transmission. This alternative has the potential to reduce 
long-term impacts related to fire hazards, as well as visual 
and land use impacts. An underground line also would be 
more reliable, e.g., less susceptible to weather-related 
outages. However, this benefit is offset to some extent by 
the fact that a failure underground is relatively more difficult 
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to locate and repair. Further, these impact reductions would 
only occur for the less-than-one-mile transmission line 
between the U.S. border and the ECO Substation, and 
additional impacts would be incurred (e.g., construction of 
an underground transmission line would involve 
significantly greater ground disturbance for trenching, and 
associated long-term land scarring in the right-of-way 
throughout the entire length of the transmission line route). 
In the context of developing the ECO Substation and the 
ESJ Wind project in Mexico, these impacts would still 
occur, even with the undergrounding of the transmission 
line. The minimal reduction in impacts associated with the 
undergrounding of the less-than-one-mile transmission line 
(and removal of five poles/lattice towers) is not warranted 
given the increased short-term construction impacts and 
long-term impacts associated with the ECO Substation and 
ESJ Wind project development, both of which are connected 
by the ESJ U.S. Transmission Line project. Therefore, when 
compared to the proposed ESJ U.S. Transmission Line 
project, the undergrounding alternatives were not 
determined to be environmentally superior. In summary, the 
incremental benefits of undergrounding the ESJ U.S. 
Transmission Line project are disproportionate to the 
additional impacts, and would not create a substantial 
benefit to the environment in the context of the ECO 
Substation and ESJ Wind projects. Based on these 
considerations, DOE does not consider the construction of 
an underground transmission line to be a reasonable 
alternative, and no further analysis is provided in the EIS. 
This analysis is consistent with the analysis indicated in the 
ECO Substation EIR/EIS.  
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  RESPONSE TO 305-9: The Final Environmental Impact 
Report / Environmental Impact Statement for the East 
County Substation/Tule Wind/Energia Sierra Juarez Gen-
Tie Projects was published in October 2011, thus predating 
the completion of this EIS. The intent of the EIS from its 
outset was to serve the purpose of the federal NEPA. DOE 
has not represented its intent as also addressing the CEQA 
requirements. The Final EIS does not necessarily comply 
with the County’s CEQA needs. With regard to “separate 
discussion of mitigation measure” the EIS does include a 
discussion of mitigation measures throughout Section 3, and 
summarized in the EIS Summary. However, the EIS does 
not include a consolidated table of mitigations. It should be 
noted, however, that should the Record of Decision indicate 
approval of the project, the ROD would contain a separate 
mitigation statement. With regard to growth-inducing 
impacts, the EIS does not include this analysis. It also noted, 
however, that in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15163, local agencies can prepare a Supplemental EIR if the 
EIS does not satisfy a particular guideline. 

  RESPONSE TO 305-10: ESJ has indicated that they are in 
agreement with the additional potential mitigation measures 
identified in this EIS (April 6, 2012 correspondence from 
ESJ to DOE); accordingly, DOE understands that the 
applicant would agree to inclusion of these measures in the 
Presidential permit, should the permit be issued. DOE 
expects that these mitigation measures, together with the 
applicant-proposed measures also identified in the EIS and 
applicable requirements, will provide protection for various 
environmental resources. This is further discussed in the 
various discipline assessments in EIS Section 3 (Affected 
Environment, Impacts, and Mitigation). If DOE decides to 
issue a Presidential permit, it will consider what, if any, 
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additional conditions related to mitigation should be 
included in that permit.  
RESPONSE TO 305-11: ESJ has informed DOE that its 
staff met with the Border Patrol (Sempra 2011b). The 
agency’s comments related to the potential lighting of the 
towers were directed to ESJ’s potential use of helicopters on 
the U.S. side during construction or operation of the project 
(ESJ currently has no plans to use helicopters for the 
construction of the U.S. portion of the line). Based on the 
discussion between ESJ and Border Patrol, Border Patrol 
indicated no concerns or issues regarding tower lighting 
related to Border Patrol operations. Therefore, given ESJ’s 
discussions with the Border Patrol and that the FAA has 
indicated that the towers do not require lighting, DOE 
expects that the towers would not be lighted. EIS Section 
3.1 is updated to include this discussion. The EIS also 
includes a brief discussion of potential impacts to wildlife 
resulting from night lighting of towers, should it be required 
in the future by Border Patrol or other agency.  

RESPONSE TO 305-12: Response to comment 108-7 
provides additional discussion of Peninsular bighorn sheep, 
and EIS Section 3.1 (Biological Resources) is expanded in 
response to comments to include further discussion of 
potential impacts to bighorn sheep, including potential 
cross-border impacts. DOE’s March 8, 2011 letter to 
USFWS indicates the outcome of consultation with the 
USFWS, including consultation on potential impacts of the 
ESJ U.S. Transmission Line project on Peninsular bighorn 
sheep. This letter is added to EIS Appendix C.9. 

RESPONSE TO 305-13: Response to comment 108-7 
provides additional discussion of Peninsular bighorn sheep. 
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EIS Section 3.1 (Biological Resources) is expanded in 
response to comments to include further discussion of 
potential impacts to bighorn sheep, including potential 
cross-border impacts. 

  RESPONSE TO 305-14: EIS Section 3.1 (Biological 
Resources) is expanded in response to comments to include 
further discussion of cross-border migration corridors. DOE 
is not in a position to initiate new “accepted biological 
survey methods,” but has exhaustively surveyed the 
literature and has taken into account all available 
information on this subject. DOE is not in a position to 
require mitigation measures to be implemented in Mexico 
and does not have the detailed information necessary to 
describe potential mitigation measures there in detail. The 
EIS identifies some potential mitigation measures relevant 
to the wind project in Mexico. These are identified in the 
context of discussing the potential for impacts in the United 
States and for the information of the applicant and other 
parties that may be in a position to implement these 
measures. DOE reviewed a partial translation of the 
Mexican MIA permit (or La Manifestacion de Impacto 
Ambiental, modalidad regional [MIA-R]). The permit 
requires a baseline study (at least one year) of potential 
impacts to birds (including migratory species) and bats prior 
to the operation of the proposed wind farm. If the baseline 
study shows that birds and bats could be adversely 
impacted, the permit requires future mitigation to protect or 
minimize adverse impacts on these bird and bat populations. 

RESPONSE TO 305-15: As described in Section 2.7 
(Applicant-Proposed Measures) and Section 3.1 (Biological 
Resources), the EIS considers inclusion of the conservation 
easement and pre-construction nesting surveys for horned 
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lark and loggerhead shrike as being applicant-proposed 
measures. As such, the EIS incorporates these measures into 
the applicant’s description of the proposed project. 
Implementation of these applicant-proposed measures, as 
described in the EIS at Section 2.7, including the 
conservation easement would provide adequate avoidance 
measures for identified nesting birds. The nest surveys 
ought to be effective in ensuring that appropriate nest 
protection measures are implemented during construction.  

  The conservation easement is intended to address long-term 
loss of habitat by virtue of preserving habitat that is 
functionally similar to, and at least as large as, the habitat 
that would be impacted by project construction. 

RESPONSE TO 305-16: As discussed in Section 3.2 
(Visual Resources), lattice towers have less impact on visual 
resources than monopoles. DOE will consider differences in 
the impacts in making a decision on the Presidential permit 
application. 

RESPONSE TO 305-17: DOE considered this 
recommendation. Painting the towers would require 
significantly greater maintenance on these structures, which 
would lead to increased potential environmental effects such 
as VOC emissions from the use of architectural coatings, 
increased traffic and resultant potential effect on the 
environment, increased waste disposal of used painting 
materials and paint cans, etc. Further, given the existence of 
lattice towers immediately north of the ESJ U.S. 
Transmission Line project, distinguishing the ESJ U.S. 
Transmission Line project towers by painting them a 
different color would seem to increase their visual impact, 
not decrease it. Based on these considerations, the EIS 
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(Section 3.2 Visual Resources) Visual Resources Mitigation 
Visual-2 is revised to include a specification for “dulled 
metal finish and nonspecular conductors.” ESJ has indicated 
to DOE that they would have no objection to this 
requirement, as it is consistent with the mitigation approach 
in the ECO substation EIR/EIS (Sempra Generation’s July 
1, 2011 letter is provided on the project website at: 
http://www.esjprojecteis.org/docs/Sempra_Response_to_D
OE_Questions_2011-07-01.pdf). 

RESPONSE TO 305-18: As stated in EIS Section 3.3 
(Land Use), the EIS defers to the County on this issue. EIS 
Section 3.3 is revised to clarify that this policy is applicable 
to the project. Further analysis of this matter is beyond the 
scope of the EIS. DOE has no intention of overriding any 
state or local agency requirements, and trusts that local 
authorities will implement their regulatory processes as they 
deem appropriate. 

RESPONSE TO 305-19: EIS Section 3.3 is revised to 
address the recently adopted (August 3, 2011) General Plan 
update.  

Section 3.3 notes that certain land use policies have been 
revised by the recently adopted General Plan update which 
are relevant to the ESJ U.S. Transmission Line project. That 
section identifies and discusses one notable change in the 
General Plan that is relevant to the project: the General Plan 
land use designation for the ESJ U.S. Transmission Line 
project site and surrounding properties is proposed to be 
changed from General Plan Regional Category 1.4 Rural 
Development Area (RDA) and the Non-Urban Residential 
Land Use Designation of Multiple Rural Use to Rural Lands 
(RL-80); one dwelling unit per 80 acres. Based on the 

http://www.esjprojecteis.org/docs/Sempra_Response_to_DOE_Questions_2011-07-01.pdf
http://www.esjprojecteis.org/docs/Sempra_Response_to_DOE_Questions_2011-07-01.pdf
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updated General Plan, such a change would not materially 
affect the viability of the ESJ U.S. Transmission Line 
project or alter the type and severity of impacts identified in 
this EIS.  

RESPONSE TO 305-20: The applicant has agreed to 
accept this requirement (Sempra Generation’s July 1, 2011 
letter is available on the project website: 
http://www.esjprojecteis.org/docs/Sempra_Response_to_D
OE_Questions_2011-07-01.pdf). The applicant-proposed 
measures listed in Section 2.7 are revised to indicate that 
ESJ will implement cultural resource construction grading 
monitoring and a potential data recovery program, to be 
developed in accordance with the County of San Diego 
Guidelines for Determining Significance and the Report 
Format and Content requirements. The program would be 
conducted by a County of San Diego qualified consultant. 

  RESPONSE TO 305-21: Upon further consideration of this 
comment, the County of San Diego has acknowledged to 
DOE that the comment was in error. The County agrees 
with the EIS conclusion that the sound levels at the nearest 
noise sensitive receptor in the U.S. (i.e., residences located 
approximately 2.5 miles from the nearest turbine locations) 
would not be distinguishable. 

RESPONSE TO 305-22: The applicant has agreed to 
accept this requirement (Sempra Generation’s July 1, 2011 
letter is available on the project website:  
http://www.esjprojecteis.org/docs/Sempra_Response_to_D
OE_Questions_2011-07-01.pdf).The applicant-proposed 
measures listed in Section 2.7, and the EIS impact 
discussion at Section 3.7, are revised to indicate that ESJ 
will prepare a Traffic Control Plan in accordance with 

http://www.esjprojecteis.org/docs/Sempra_Response_to_DOE_Questions_2011-07-01.pdf
http://www.esjprojecteis.org/docs/Sempra_Response_to_DOE_Questions_2011-07-01.pdf
http://www.esjprojecteis.org/docs/Sempra_Response_to_DOE_Questions_2011-07-01.pdf
http://www.esjprojecteis.org/docs/Sempra_Response_to_DOE_Questions_2011-07-01.pdf
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County Planning standard requirements for projects of this 
nature. 

RESPONSE TO 305-23: The EIS at Section 3.7 is revised 
to include coordination with CAL FIRE for Mitigation 
Measure Transportation-1: Consult With and Inform U.S. 
Border Patrol and CAL FIRE. 

RESPONSE TO 305-24: Part of the Presidential permit 
process is a review by the U.S. Department of Defense 
(DOD). DOD has been made aware of the EIS, and they did 
not identify this as an issue of concern. DOD’s January 12, 
2011 letter is provided in Appendix G. 

RESPONSE TO 305-25: EIS Section 3.9 is updated with 
additional discussion of potential fire impacts associated 
with the project, and the effectiveness of the applicant’s 
proposed Fire Protection Plan (approved by County of San 
Diego) and other potential mitigations not identified by the 
applicant (i.e., Mitigation Fire-1 Construction Fire 
Protection Plan, Mitigation Fire-2 Coordinate with 
Emergency Fire Suppression Activities, and Mitigation Fire-
3 Remove Hazards from Work Areas). The reference to 
mitigation that can reduce impacts is in the context of 
invasive weeds that could occur as a result of construction 
activity and long-term maintenance of the fuel management. 
This impact can be reduced with implementation of a Weed 
Control Plan, as discussed in the biological resources 
assessment (Section 3.1.2, and Section 3.2.3, Mitigation 
Biology-3). This issue is also discussed in Section 3.9.1.2. 

RESPONSE TO 305-26: The list of potentially required 
permits (Table 8-1) includes the Fire Services Development 
Agreement. The EIS at Section 3.9 is clarified to indicate 
that the applicant executed a Development Agreement with 
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the RFPD on March 3, 2011, and that the Agreement was 
approved by the RFPD Board on April 5, 2011. Available 
documentation related to the Agreement has been added to 
Appendix B. The requirement to obtain an Agreement is not 
included as a mitigation because it is a standing 
requirement.  

The applicant has also worked with the District to develop 
agreed upon mitigations for fire protection that the District 
agrees would adequately address fire risks posed by the 
project. The RFPD approved those recommended conditions 
and concluded that they adequately mitigate potential fire 
risk from the project and has sent them to the County of San 
Diego. RFPD’s letter dated June 17, 2011 provides the 
approved mitigations. This letter is provided in Appendix B. 
Refer to responses to comments 306-1 through 306-10 for 
additional discussion of fire and fuels management issues. 

RESPONSE TO 305-27: See responses 101-3 and 305-1 
above. In its comment letter to DOE (comment 404-1, 
provided herein), ESJ reiterated its previous communication 
to DOE that the import capacity of the transmission line in 
the Presidential permit would be limited to the physical 
capacity of the line (1,250 MW) and agreed and confirmed 
that power on this line would be limited to renewable energy 
projects. 

RESPONSE TO 305-28: The dust control requirements of 
the San Diego County Air Pollution Control District 
(SDAPCD Rule 55 – Fugitive Dust Control) are 
summarized at Section 3.10.2.3. These measures are 
considered adequate for the purpose of controlling dust 
emissions because the measures have been developed, 
tested, and refined on numerous previous projects, and have 
been proven effective. However, for the purpose of this EIS, 
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these measures are not considered mitigation because they 
are standard local agency requirements and intrinsic to the 
project proposal’s need to comply with applicable regulatory 
requirements. The preference for permeable material when 
soil stabilizers are applied is noted. 

RESPONSE TO 305-29: Refer to response to comment 
305-1. This is not considered a mitigation measure because 
it is already an aspect of the applicant’s project. The use of 
the transmission line for renewable energy is intrinsic to the 
applicant’s purpose and need. 

In its comment letter to DOE (comment 404-1, provided 
herein), ESJ reiterated its previous communication to DOE 
that the import capacity of the transmission line in the 
Presidential permit would be limited to the physical capacity 
of the line (1,250 MW) and that power on this line be 
limited to renewable energy projects. 

RESPONSE TO 305-30: EIS Section 3.11.2.1 is revised to 
clarify that the EIS conclusion regarding the absence of 
surface water features that traverse the U.S.-Mexico border 
in the project area is based on review of publicly available 
aerial photography and topographic mapping for the project 
region both north and south of the border. A formal analysis 
of hydrologic conditions in Mexico was not performed 
because this area is outside the U.S. Based on a review of 
topography and landforms in this area, there is no apparent 
evidence of historical flash flooding or significant surface 
flows such that transmission facilities would be exposed to 
flood damage risks. 

RESPONSE TO 305-31: EIS Section 2 and Section 3.11 
(Water Resources) are updated to include a description of 
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the project’s proposed use of groundwater from either the 
existing Jacumba Community Services District Well #6 or a 
new onsite well. Section 3.11 provides an analysis of 
potential impacts to the Jacumba Valley Aquifer and 
groundwater basin based on the County of San Diego’s 
detailed analysis of potential groundwater impacts. 

RESPONSE TO 305-32: EIS references to the frequency of 
vegetation maintenance (Draft EIS pages 2-9, 2-15, 3-30, 
and 3-129) are consistent with item 11 of the applicant’s 
September 10, 2009 Fire Protection Plan (prepared by Hunt 
Research for ESJ, and provided in EIS Appendix B), which 
states at page 5, in relevant part:  

“Prescribed defensible space would be maintained on at 
least an annual basis, prior to May 1, or more often as 
needed by the applicant.” 
San Diego Rural Fire Protection District’s November 2, 
2010 letter to ESJ indicates acceptance of this plan, but the 
letter does not address the conditions under which 
vegetation removal would be required more than one time 
annually. EIS Section 3.9 (Fire and Fuels Management) is 
revised to indicate that certain conditions could warrant 
vegetation clearing more than once annually (e.g., higher 
than normal annual rainfall). At a minimum, the applicant 
would maintain the vegetation to the height specified in the 
plan, and they would comply with the requirements of 
California Public Resource Code section 4292, which is the 
code section that governs power line fuel modification. The 
code specifies, in part, that a firebreak be maintained around 
transmission structures “…which consists of a clearing of 
not less than 10 feet in each direction from the outer 
circumference of such pole or tower.” The code does not 
prescribe a time frame. This code and other related 
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California codes are available online at: 
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-
bin/displaycode?section=prc&group=04001-
05000&file=4291-4299. 

RESPONSE TO 305-33: The reference to Figure 2-8 on 
page 2-24 is revised to reference Figure 4-1 in Section 4.1.2. 
Figure 4-2 provides a simulated view of the ECO Substation 
as developed by SDG&E. 

RESPONSE TO 305-34: The reference to Figure 2-7 is 
revised to Figure 2-8. Figure 2-8 provides a schematic view 
of a typical wind turbine. 

RESPONSE TO 305-35: EIS Table 5-1 and Figure 5-1 are 
revised to include additional renewable energy projects that 
are within the BLM jurisdiction, with certain exceptions, as 
discussed in the updated EIS Section 5.2.  

Energy projects that have been added to the cumulative 
project discussion include: 

 Manzanita Wind 
 Jordan Wind 
 Ocotillo Express 
 Renewergy 
Other projects have been excluded due to the lack of 
specific details. Comments received on the Draft EIS have 
not provided additional information that would alter the 
findings of the cumulative impacts analysis. With regard to 
media reports of wind development projects that may be 
under consideration to be constructed in Mexico and that 
would purportedly export electricity to the U.S., DOE notes 
that, to date, no other potential developers have applied for a 
Presidential permit for a transmission line that would cross 

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/displaycode?section=prc&group=04001-05000&file=4291-4299
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/displaycode?section=prc&group=04001-05000&file=4291-4299
http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-bin/displaycode?section=prc&group=04001-05000&file=4291-4299
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the international border region of Baja California, Mexico. 



Volume 3 
Comments and Responses 

Energia Sierra Juarez U.S. Transmission Line Final EIS 300-30 May 2012 

 

  



Volume 3 
Comments and Responses 

Energia Sierra Juarez U.S. Transmission Line Final EIS 300-31 May 2012 

 

 RESPONSE TO 306-1: The impacts of the ECO Substation 
switchyard and loop-in are addressed in this EIS in 
accordance with the requirements of NEPA because those 
elements of the ECO substation project are a connected 
action for the ESJ U.S. Transmission Line project. However, 
neither DOE nor ESJ has responsibility or oversight 
authority for the development and operation of the ECO 
Substation. The scope of ESJ’s Fire Protection Plan is 
limited to the ESJ U.S. Transmission Line project and does 
not address ECO Substation. It is expected that SDG&E will 
have a separate plan for its facilities. Such a plan is 
recommended in Mitigation FF-2 of the ECO Substation 
EIR/EIS. The separate plans can be coordinated and 
integrated at some point; however, the details of such 
coordination are beyond the EIS scope.  

DOE notes that the June 17, 2011 letter from Cynthia L. 
Eldred, Esq., to CPUC and BLM on behalf of RFPD, 
confirms, among other items, that the District has approved 
the applicant’s project-specific Fire Protection Plan. Based 
on this correspondence, DOE understands that the plan 
meets the District’s needs for the ESJ U.S. Transmission 
Line project. 

ESJ’s March 4, 2011 comment letter to the CPUC and BLM 
regarding the ECO Substation/Tule Wind/ESJ Project Draft 
EIR/EIS includes a July 15, 2009 letter from the RFPD 
indicating that the RFPD has reviewed the fire protection 
plan submitted by the Hunt Research Corporation, and that 
the plan meets the objectives of the California Fire Code 
2007 edition, as well as the Fire District’s requirements for 
discretionary projects.  



Volume 3 
Comments and Responses 

Energia Sierra Juarez U.S. Transmission Line Final EIS 300-32 May 2012 

 

 Also attached is a November 25, 2009 letter from the San 
Diego County Fire Agency (SDCFA) in which the agency 
notes that all corrections identified in their July 8, 2009 
incompleteness letter had been incorporated into the revised 
Fire Protection Plan dated September 10, 2009, and that the 
agency would will be in a position to accept the plan when 
the local fire authority does so. The RFPD’s July 15, 2009 
and June 17, 2011 letters, and the SDCFA’s November 25, 
2009 letter are included in Appendix B. ESJ’s March 4, 
2011 letter to CPUC and BLM is available online at: 
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/dudek/ecosub/E/0
5APP_03.04.11_SEMPRA%20(Abreu,A).pdf. 

RESPONSE TO 306-2: Section 3.9.1.3 of the EIS is 
revised accordingly. Note that DEIS statistics were based on 
discussion with District representative in June 2009, as cited 
in the reference. 

RESPONSE TO 306-3: Based on the District’s June 17, 
2011 letter to CPUC and BLM, DOE understands that the 
scope of fire protection services anticipated to be provided 
by the District for the project has been resolved. 
Specifically, the applicant entered into a development 
agreement with the District in March 2011 (approved by the 
District Board in April 2011); the District has approved the 
applicant’s project-specific Fire Protection Plan; and the 
District and ESJ have agreed on specific mitigations that the 
District has approved for the project.  

DOE notes additional correspondence on this issue since 
publication of the Draft EIS, including the RFPD’s March 4, 
2011 letter to CPUC and BLM (RFPD comments to the 
Draft EIR/EIS for ECO Substation, Tule Wind, and ESJ 

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/dudek/ecosub/E/05APP_03.04.11_SEMPRA%20(Abreu,A).pdf
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/dudek/ecosub/E/05APP_03.04.11_SEMPRA%20(Abreu,A).pdf
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 U.S. Transmission Line projects [Draft EIR/EIS]), which 
indicates that ESJ and RFPD have entered into a 
Development Agreement with RFPD and SDCFA that, 
among other things, satisfies the RFPD’s requirements for 
funding of fire inspections. According to the RFPD’s letter 
(Exhibit A, “Modified Mitigation Measure” FF-3), ESJ will 
provide funding for the training and acquisition of 
firefighting equipment and services to RFPD/SDCFA to 
improve the response and firefighting effectiveness near 
electrical transmission lines (as well as wind turbines and 
other infrastructure associated with Tule Wind and ECO 
Substation project).  

According to RFPD’s Exhibit A, “Modified Mitigation 
Measure” FF-6, ESJ would pay a proportionate share of 
costs (in combination with Tule Wind project and ECO 
Substation project applicants) to fund locally based fire 
prevention personnel, including one full-time Fire Code 
Specialist II Position to enforce existing fire code 
requirements, including implementation of fuel management 
requirements (e.g., defensible space) in priority areas to be 
identified by the RFPD for the life of the project. In 
addition, ESJ, in combination with the ECO Substation and 
Tule Wind project applicants are to provide funding to allow 
RFPD to employ up to four volunteer/reserve firefighters as 
part-time code inspectors on a stipend basis for up to 90 
days per year for the life of the project. 

This letter also indicates that ESJ has obtained the District’s 
approval of a project-specific Fire Protection Plan that, 
among other things, satisfies the RFPD’s requirements for a 
customized fire protection plan for the project (Exhibit A, 
“Modified Mitigation Measure FF-4”). A copy of the 
approved plan is included in Appendix B, together with the 
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RFPD’s June 17, 2011 and July 15, 2009 approval letters, 
and SCDFA’s November 25, 2009 approval letter. (The 
approved plan and related agency correspondence are 
attached to ESJ’s March 4, 2011 comment letter to the ECO 
Substation/Tule Wind/ESJ project Draft EIR/EIS. This 
correspondence is available online at: 
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/dudek/ecosub/E/0
5APP_03.04.11_SEMPRA%20(Abreu,A).pdf).  

According to the RFPD’s letters, the District concludes that 
ESJ U.S. Transmission Line project will have adequately 
mitigated the increased probability of wildfire through 
timely satisfaction of mitigation measures contained in the 
EIR/EIS, the applicants’ respective development 
agreements, and the respective, project-specific Fire 
Protection Plans. Further, the District concludes that through 
satisfaction of the mitigation measures in the EIR/EIS, 
implementation of the project design features described in 
the DEIR/DEIS where applicable, and satisfaction of the 
respective development agreements and respective project-
specific Fire Protection Plans, the ESJ U.S. Transmission 
Line project will not significantly obstruct fire protection 
activities and that ESJ has adequately addressed the 
additional fire risks posed by its respective project. The 
RFPD’s March 4, 2011 letter is available online at: 
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/dudek/ecosub/B/0
2STALOC_03.04.11_Law%20Office%20Cynthia%20Eldre
d%20(SDRFPD).pdf. 

ESJ has indicated in its July 1, 2011 letter to DOE (Sempra 
2011b; provided on the project website: 
http://www.esjprojecteis.org/docs/Sempra_Response_to_D
OE_Questions_2011-07-01.pdf) that it will conform with 
the terms outlined above. EIS Section 3.9 is revised to 
clarify that the Development Agreement and will-serve 

http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/dudek/ecosub/E/05APP_03.04.11_SEMPRA%20(Abreu,A).pdf
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/dudek/ecosub/E/05APP_03.04.11_SEMPRA%20(Abreu,A).pdf
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/dudek/ecosub/B/02STALOC_03.04.11_Law%20Office%20Cynthia%20Eldred%20(SDRFPD).pdf
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/dudek/ecosub/B/02STALOC_03.04.11_Law%20Office%20Cynthia%20Eldred%20(SDRFPD).pdf
http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/dudek/ecosub/B/02STALOC_03.04.11_Law%20Office%20Cynthia%20Eldred%20(SDRFPD).pdf
http://www.esjprojecteis.org/docs/Sempra_Response_to_DOE_Questions_2011-07-01.pdf
http://www.esjprojecteis.org/docs/Sempra_Response_to_DOE_Questions_2011-07-01.pdf
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letter are required, and this section provides an updated 
status of the applicant’s discussions with the RFPD. 

  RESPONSE TO 306-4: Based on the discussion above, 
DOE understands that ESJ will comply with the 
Development Agreement and other specific requirements of 
the District. EIS Section 3.9 is revised to clarify that the 
will-serve letter is required, and this section provides an 
updated status of the applicant’s discussions with the RFPD. 
The District’s June 17, 2011 letter to CPUC and BLM 
regarding the ECO Substation Draft EIR/EIS mitigations, 
which addresses various requirements of the District for the 
ESJ U.S. Transmission Line project, is provided in 
Appendix B. 

RESPONSE TO 306-5: The applicant has indicated that it 
intends to complete the Construction Fire Plan prior to 
project construction. The Rural Fire Protection District has 
issued revised recommended fire protection mitigations 
specific to the ESJ U.S. Transmission Line project. These 
mitigations provide detailed criteria for matters to be 
addressed in the plan which must be approved by the Fire 
District prior to start of construction. The agreed-upon 
mitigation requires that the applicant provide a draft plan for 
the District’s review and approval at least 90 days prior to 
start of construction. RFPD’s letter dated June 17, 2011 is 
provided in Appendix B. 

The elements of the construction fire protection plan 
required by RFPD, and agreed to by ESJ, are very similar to 
the mitigation measures identified in the EIS (Section 3.9.3). 
The table below compares the elements in the RFPD’s 
required construction fire protection plan and the mitigations 
identified in this EIS. 
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Construction Fire Protection Plan 
Elements Required by San Diego 
County RFPD 

EIS Mitigation Related to 
Construction Fire Protection 

Develop and implement a Construction 
Fire Prevention/ Protection Plan. 
ESJ shall develop a Construction Fire 
Prevention/Protection Plan for the ESJ 
Gen-tie line Project and monitor 
construction activities to ensure 
implementation and effectiveness of the 
plan. The Plan reviewer shall be the Rural 
Fire Protection District (RFPD). ESJ shall 
provide a draft copy of this plan to the 
RFPD at least 90 days before the start of 
any construction activities. The final plan 
will be approved by the RFPD prior to the 
initiation of construction activities and 
provided to the applicant for 
implementation during all construction 
activities. 
At minimum, the plan will include the 
following: 

 Applicable components of the SDG&E 
Wildland Fire Prevention and Fire 
Safety Electric Standard Practice 
(2009) 

 Procedures for minimizing potential 
ignition vegetation clearing fuel 
modification establishment parking 
requirements smoking restrictions hot 
work restrictions 

 Identification of an on-site Fire 
Coordinator and definition of their 
responsibilities 

 Identification of appropriate fire 
suppression equipment on site at all 
times work is occurring 

 The applicable requirements of the 

Fire-1: Develop and Implement a 
Construction Fire Prevention Plan 
ESJ should develop a multi-agency 
Construction Fire Prevention Plan for the 
project and monitor construction activities 
to ensure implementation and 
effectiveness of the Plan. Plan reviewers 
should include the County of San Diego 
Rural Fire Protection District and CAL 
FIRE. The Rural Fire Protection District 
has issued revised recommended fire 
protection mitigation measures specific to 
construction of the ESJ U.S. Transmission 
Line project. These mitigation measures 
provide detailed criteria for matters to be 
addressed in the plan which must be 
approved by the Fire District prior to start 
of construction. The agreed-upon 
mitigation requires that the applicant 
provide a draft plan for the District’s review 
and approval at least 90 days prior to start 
of construction. ESJ should implement the 
Fire Prevention Plan during all 
construction and maintenance activities. 
All construction work should follow the Fire 
Prevention Plan guidelines and 
commitments, and Fire Prevention Plan 
contents should be incorporated into the 
construction contracting agreements. 
Primary Fire Prevention Plan enforcement 
implementation responsibility should 
remain with ESJ. At a minimum, Fire 
Prevention Plan contents should include 
the requirements of Title 14 of the 
California Code of Regulations (CCR), 
Article 8 #918 “Fire Protection,” all 
components of the Sempra Utilities 
Wildland Fire Prevention and Fire Safety 
Guide (2007), and the elements listed 
below: 
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California Code of Regulations (CCR), 
Title 14, Article 8, Section 918 (b) "Fire 
Protection" for private land portions 

 On-site access road widths as provided 
in a Fire Protection Plan approved by 
the RFPD.  

 Emergency response and reporting 
procedures 

 Emergency contact information 

 Worker education materials; kick-off 
and tailgate meeting schedules 

 Other information as provided by the 
Rural Fire Protection District 

Additional restrictions will include the 
following: 
 During the construction phase of the 

project, the applicant shall implement 
ongoing fire patrols. The applicant shall 
maintain fire patrols during construction 
hours and for one (1) hour after end of 
daily construction, and hotwork. 

 ESJ shall comply with County Code 
Title 9 regarding brush management. 
ESJ and/or its contractor shall clear 
brush and dead and decaying 
vegetation from the work area prior to 
starting construction and/or 
maintenance work. The work area 
includes only those areas where 
personnel are active or where 
equipment is in use or stored, and may 
include portions of the transmission 
ROW, construction laydown areas, pull 
sites, access roads, parking pads, and 
any other sites adjacent to the ROW 
where personnel are active or where 
equipment is in use or stored. 

 During construction of the project, ESJ 
should conduct fire patrols during the 
fire season as defined each year by 
local, state, and federal fire agencies. 
These dates vary from year to year, 
generally occurring from late spring 
through dry winter periods. 

 In addition to CCR Title 14, 918.1(a), 
(b), and (c), ESJ should update in 
writing the Fire Suppression Resource 
Inventory, including the 24-hour contact 
information and onsite fire suppression 
equipment, tools, and personnel list on 
a quarterly basis and provide it to the 
State fire agencies. 

 During Red Flag Warning events, as 
issued daily by the National Weather 
Service, all construction and 
maintenance activities should cease. 
However, an exception would be made 
for transmission line testing: a 
transmission line may be tested, one 
time only, if the loss of another 
transmission facility could lead to 
system instability or cascading outages. 
Utility and contractor personnel should 
be informed of changes to the Red Flag 
event status as stipulated by CAL FIRE. 

 All construction crews and inspectors 
should be provided with radio and 
cellular telephones that are operational 
along the entire length of the approved 
route to allow for immediate reporting of 
fires. Communication pathways and 
equipment should be tested and 
confirmed operational each day prior to 
initiating construction activities at each 
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 Combustible storage and trash shall be 
properly stored in a clear area with fuel 
modification around it, and be away 
from turbines and the substation. Such 
storage shall be orderly and be 
removed from the site as soon as 
possible. 

 Provision of maps indicating the 
location of the site. Fire Suppression 
Resource Inventory: The applicant shall 
update in writing the 24-hour contact 
information and on-site fire suppression 
equipment, tools, and personnel list on 
a quarterly basis and provide it to the 
Rural Fire Protection District. 

 Red Flag Warning restrictions: During 
Red Flag Warning events, as issued 
daily by the National Weather Service 
in State Responsibility Areas (SRAs) all 
non-essential, non-emergency 
construction and maintenance activities 
shall cease or be required to operate 
under a Hot Work Procedure. 

 The applicant and contractor personnel 
shall be informed of changes to the Red 
Flag event status as stipulated by the 
RFPD and CAL FIRE. 

 All construction crews and inspectors 
shall be provided with radio and/or 
cellular telephone access that is 
operational throughout the project area 
to allow for immediate reporting of fires. 
Communication pathways and 
equipment shall be tested and 
confirmed operational each day prior to 
initiating construction activities at each 
construction site. All fires shall be 
reported to the fire agencies with 

construction site. 

 All ignitions which result in a fire should 
be reported to the County of San Diego 
Rural Fire Protection District 
immediately. 

 Each crew member should be trained in 
fire prevention, initial attack firefighting, 
and fire reporting. Each member should 
carry at all times a laminated card 
listing pertinent telephone numbers for 
reporting fires and defining immediate 
steps to take if a fire starts. 

 Information on contact cards should be 
updated and redistributed to all crew 
members as needed prior to the 
initiation of construction activities on the 
day the information change goes into 
effect. Outdated cards should be 
destroyed. 

 Each member of the construction crew 
should be trained and equipped to 
extinguish small fires to prevent them 
from growing into more serious threats. 
Each crew member should at all times 
be within 100 yards (90 m) of a vehicle 
containing equipment necessary for fire 
suppression as outlined in the final 
Construction Fire Prevention Plan. 

Fire-2: Coordinate with Emergency Fire 
Suppression Activities 
ESJ should ensure that personnel and 
construction equipment do not create 
obstructions to firefighting equipment or 
crews, and that personnel comply with the 
following in consultation with fire agencies: 
 Onsite ESJ and contractor personnel 

should coordinate fire suppression 
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jurisdiction in the project area 
immediately upon detection. 

 Each crew member shall be trained in 
fire prevention, initial attack firefighting, 
and fire reporting. Each member shall 
carry at all times a laminated card 
listing pertinent telephone numbers for 
reporting fires and defining immediate 
steps to take if a fire starts. Information 
on contact cards shall be updated and 
redistributed to all crew members as 
needed, and outdated cards destroyed, 
prior to the initiation of construction 
activities on the day the information 
change goes into effect. 

 Each member of the construction crew 
shall be trained and equipped to 
extinguish small fires with hand-held 
fire extinguishers in order to prevent 
them from growing into more serious 
threats. Each crew member shall at all 
times be within 100 yards of a vehicle 
containing equipment necessary for fire 
suppression as outlined in the final 
Construction Fire Prevention/Protection 
Plan. 

ESJ shall fully implement the plan during 
all construction and maintenance 
activities. All construction work on ESJ 
Gen-tie line Project shall follow the 
approved Construction Fire 
Prevention/Protection Plan guidelines and 
commitments and plan requirements are 
to be incorporated into the standard 
construction contracting agreements for 
the construction of the ESJ Gen-tie line 
Project. Primary plan enforcement 
implementation responsibility shall remain 
with ESJ and be monitored by the Rural 
Fire Protection District. 

activities through the active Fire 
Incident Commander. 

 Emergency ingress and egress to 
construction-related access roads 
should remain unobstructed at all times. 

 Construction in the work area should 
cease in the event of a fire within 1,000 
feet (305 m) of the work area. The work 
area includes the transmission line 
right-of-way, construction laydown 
areas, pull sites, access roads, and any 
other sites adjacent to the right-of-way 
where personnel are active or where 
equipment is in use or stored. 

Fire-3: Remove Hazards from Work 
Areas 
ESJ should clear brush and dead and 
decaying vegetation from work areas prior 
to starting construction and/or 
maintenance work. Work areas include 
only those areas where personnel are 
active or where equipment is in use or 
stored, and may include portions of the 
transmission line right-of-way, construction 
laydown areas, pull sites, access roads, 
parking pads, and other sites adjacent to 
the right-of-way where personnel are 
active or where equipment is in use or 
stored. Cleared dead and decaying 
vegetation should either be removed or 
chipped and spread on the right-of-way in 
piles no higher than six inches (15 cm). 
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  RESPONSE TO 306-6: This impact is acknowledged and 
discussed in Section 3.9. As noted in response to comment 
306-3, DOE understands that ESJ has entered into a 
Development Agreement with RFPD and SDCFA that, 
among other things, satisfies the RFPD’s requirements for 
funding of fire inspections. DOE notes that according the 
RFPD’s June 17, 2011 letter to CPUC and BLM regarding 
the ECO Substation Draft EIR/EIS, the District concludes 
that through satisfaction of the mitigation measures in the 
ECO Substation EIR/EIS (as revised by RFPD), 
implementation of the project design features described in 
the ECO Substation EIR/EIS where applicable, and 
satisfaction of the development agreement and project-
specific Fire Protection Plan, the ESJ U.S. Transmission 
Line project will not significantly obstruct fire protection 
activities and that ESJ has adequately addressed the 
additional fire risks posed by its project. 

RESPONSE TO 306-7: DOE consulted with the District by 
telephone during preparation of the Draft EIS, and the Draft 
EIS reflects data obtained from the District. Local agency 
contacts such as the District were cited throughout the Draft 
EIS and listed in Section 10 References. As noted on draft 
EIS page 10-6, District representative K. Custeau was 
contacted on 29 June 2009. Section 9 (Consultation and 
Coordination) is revised to include local agency contacts. 

RESPONSE TO 306-8: EIS Section 3.9 is updated with 
additional discussion of potential fire impacts associated 
with the project, and the effectiveness of the applicant’s 
proposed Fire Protection Plan (approved by County of San 
Diego) and other potential mitigations not identified by the 
applicant (i.e., Mitigation Fire-1 Construction Fire 
Protection Plan, Mitigation Fire-2 Coordinate with 
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Emergency Fire Suppression Activities, and Mitigation Fire-
3 Remove Hazards from Work Areas). DOE notes that the 
June 17, 2011 letter from Cynthia L. Eldred, Esq., on behalf 
of RFPD, confirms that the applicant has entered into a 
development agreement with the District; indicates that the 
District has approved the applicant’s project-specific Fire 
Protection Plan; provides a list of mitigations that the 
District has approved for the project; and concludes that the 
applicant will have adequately mitigated for the increased 
probability of wildfire through timely satisfaction of the 
mitigation measures, the development agreement, and the 
project-specific Fire Protection Plan. The letter also 
concludes that, through satisfactory implementation of these 
measures, the project will not significantly obstruct fire 
protection activities and that the applicant has adequately 
addressed any additional fire risks posed by the project. This 
letter and other documentation related to the RFPD review 
process are provided in Appendix B. According to a July 1, 
2011 letter from Sempra, the applicant has agreed to 
implement the RFPD requirements. This letter is available 
on the project website at: 
http://www.esjprojecteis.org/docs/Sempra_Response_to_D
OE_Questions_2011-07-01.pdf. This matter will be noted in 
the Record of Decision. 

RESPONSE TO 306-9: The following documents are 
provided in the Appendix B of the EIS: 

 July 15, 2009 letter from RFPD (David Nissen, Division 
Chief) to County of San Diego Department of Planning 
and Land Use, indicating acceptance of the Fire 
Protection Plan (the date of the Fire Protection Plan that 
was reviewed is not indicated) 

 

http://www.esjprojecteis.org/docs/Sempra_Response_to_DOE_Questions_2011-07-01.pdf
http://www.esjprojecteis.org/docs/Sempra_Response_to_DOE_Questions_2011-07-01.pdf
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 September 10, 2009 Fire Protection Plan prepared by 
Hunt Research for ESJ. 

 November 25, 2009 letter from San Diego County Fire 
Authority (Paul Dawson, Fire Marshal) to County of San 
Diego Department of Planning and Land Use, indicating 
acceptance of the September 10, 2009 Fire Protection 
Plan 

 County of San Diego Department of Planning and Land 
Use Form 399W, Project Water Availability Form, 
signed by the Jacumba Community Services District on 
July 8, 2010  

 June 17, 2011 from Cynthia L. Eldred, Esq., on behalf of 
RFPD. This letter confirms that the applicant has entered 
into a development agreement with the District; 
indicates that the District has approved the applicant’s 
project-specific Fire Protection Plan; and provides a list 
of mitigations that the District has approved for the 
project. 

The Construction Fire Protection Plan is included in this EIS 
as a potential mitigation measure. However, the plan itself 
was not yet prepared by the applicant at the time of 
publication of this Final EIS. According to the RFPD’s 
approved mitigations, the applicant must provide the plan to 
the RFPD for review and approval at least 90 days prior to 
the start of construction. 

RESPONSE TO 306-10: Refer to the responses above. 
Relevant revisions to Section 3.9 have been made to reflect 
the District’s comments, and it is DOE’s understanding that 
the applicant is currently in satisfaction of the RFPD’s fire 
protection requirements. 
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 RESPONSE TO 401-1: The purpose and need for DOE’s 
action is to respond to the ESJ request for a Presidential 
permit. DOE’s role is limited to deciding whether to issue a 
Presidential permit. Strategies for meeting RPS 
requirements are beyond the scope of this EIS. Discussion 
of the alternative of transmission on WECC Path 45 has 
been added to the EIS in Section 2.8.1. 
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 RESPONSE TO 401-2: Potential impacts in the U.S. 
resulting from the ESJ Wind project in Mexico are 
addressed throughout Section 3, rather than in Section 4. 
Each discipline-specific subsection of Section 3 considers 
the potential for the ESJ Wind project to result in impacts in 
the U.S. Potential impacts are identified in several resource 
areas. Impacts in the U.S. from the ESJ Wind project related 
to migratory birds/golden eagles are addressed in Section 
3.1; impacts in the U.S. from the ESJ Wind project related 
to visual resources are addressed in Section 3.2; and impacts 
in the U.S. from the ESJ Wind project related to fire and air 
quality are addressed in Sections 3.9 and 3.10, respectively. 
Impacts in Mexico are outside the scope of analysis under 
NEPA, except to the extent that they result in impacts in 
the U.S. 

Refer to response to comment 108-4 for discussion of how 
connected actions are identified and for information related 
to Sunrise Powerlink. The ECO Substation transmission line 
and Boulevard Station upgrades have independent utility 
from the ESJ U.S. Transmission Line project, and the ESJ 
U.S. Transmission Line project does not depend in any way 
on those projects. 
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 RESPONSE TO 401-3: Refer to response to comment 305-
1 for a discussion of transmission of power from renewable 
energy projects. In its comment letter to DOE (comment 
404-1, provided herein), ESJ reiterated its previous 
communication to DOE that the import capacity of the 
transmission line in the Presidential permit would be limited 
to the physical capacity of the line (1,250 MW) and that 
power on this line would be limited to renewable energy 
projects.  

Refer to response to comment 305-5 for discussion of the 
basis for the selection of the project alternatives analyzed in 
the EIS. Refer to responses to comments 101-8 and 305-7 
and Section 2.8.1 for a discussion of the potential use of 
WECC Path 45.  

As is explained in text added to Section 1.5.1.2, distributed 
energy alternatives, such as small scale solar panel 
applications in urban settings, are outside the scope of the 
EIS because they do not respond to DOE’s purpose and 
need. 
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 RESPONSE TO 401-4: As described further in the 
responses below and throughout this Final EIS, a full and 
fair analysis is provided in accordance with applicable 
NEPA guidelines. Connected actions are defined and 
analyzed, and cross-border impacts are addressed within 
each subsection of EIS Section 3. Impacts that occur within 
Mexico are outside the scope of the NEPA analysis. 

RESPONSE TO 401-5: EIS Section 3.7 (Transportation 
and Traffic) and 3.9 (Fire and Fuels Management) are 
revised to discuss potential limitations on aerial fire-fighting 
efforts due to the presence of the transmission lines. 
Mitigation Transportation-1 (coordination with Border 
Patrol) is revised to include an additional requirement for 
coordination with CAL FIRE. An operations fire protection 
plan is presented in Appendix B. Refer to responses to 
comments 306-1 through 306-10 for additional discussion of 
fire-fighting issues. 
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 RESPONSE TO 401-6: The information that would 
normally be included in a Biological Assessment is 
embodied in the EIS. DOE has concluded informal 
consultation with the USFWS. Text is updated in Section 
3.1 to reflect those discussions, and correspondence is listed 
in Table 9-1 and provided in Appendix C.9. 

RESPONSE TO 401-7: Section 3.1 discusses the potential 
for impacts on wildlife from project-related noise. The 
maximum allowable sound level of 60dBA would apply to 
the project’s construction when noise would occur only for 
short periods of time. In contrast, the referenced Exhibit 1 is 
focused on long-term continuous noise sources (i.e., traffic), 
and is not readily transferable to short-term sporadic 
construction noise. Longer-term operation noise sources 
would be minor, sporadic coronal discharges and occasional 
maintenance activities. Estimated sound levels during 
coronal discharges from the action alternatives are listed in 
EIS Tables 3.6-3 (Alternative 2), 3.6-4 (Alternative 3), and 
3.6-5 (Alternatives 4A and 4B). Sound levels during 
occasional maintenance activities would be the same as or 
less than the initial construction (see Table 3.6-2), and for a 
shorter duration than initial construction. Noise reduction 
measures that would be required for initial construction 
would also be implemented during maintenance.  
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 RESPONSE TO 401-8: Refer to response to comment 108-
8 for discussion of Peninsular bighorn sheep populations 
and migration patterns. 

RESPONSE TO 401-9: The study results (Appendix C.1 of 
the EIS) indicate that neither Quino checkerspot butterfly 
nor the host plants used during the species’ larval stage were 
observed during the surveys, although nectar sites for 
butterflies were identified throughout the survey area. The 
studies conducted for the project conform to current adopted 
protocol, and are therefore considered adequate for the 
purpose of reaching a finding of no impact. The ECO 
Substation EIR/EIS indicates a similar conclusion for the 
ESJ U.S. Transmission Line project site. 
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 RESPONSE TO 401-10: Potential use of helicopters for 
construction is addressed in the assessment of potential air 
pollution emissions (see Table 3.10-6). The EIS is revised in 
Section 3.1 to address potential impacts of helicopter use 
during construction on biological resources. In general, such 
impacts would be very short-term (up to 3 days for the 
installation of 3 to 5 lattice towers or monopoles). 

RESPONSE TO 401-11: A discussion of the potential CO2 
sequestration capacity of alkaline soils and related project 
impacts is incorporated into the EIS at Section 3.10, and the 
citation is added to the EIS references. 

Refer to response to comment 305-1 for a discussion of the 
project applicant’s previous commitment to limit the project 
to the transmission of only renewable energy and the 
restriction that would be included in the Presidential permit, 
if issued. In its comment letter to DOE (comment 404-1, 
provided herein), ESJ reiterated its previous communication 
to DOE that the import capacity of the transmission line in 
the Presidential permit would be limited to the physical 
capacity of the line (1,250 MW) and that power on this line 
be limited to renewable energy projects. As presently 
proposed and stated in the EIS, DOE has been assured by 
the applicant that the project would transmit only renewable 
energy. This will be reflected in the Record of Decision and 
the Presidential permit would be conditioned on this 
provision, should it be issued. 
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 RESPONSE TO 401-12: The EIS is updated at Section 2.4 
to include further discussion of ESJ’s planned groundwater 
extraction from an existing non-potable groundwater well. 
Section 3.11 (Water Resources) is also updated to include a 
discussion of potential impacts associated with the proposed 
groundwater use. The results of a County of San Diego 
groundwater analysis are provided in Appendix B, and 
summarized in Section 3.11. This analysis indicates that 
proposed use of the groundwater from Jacumba Community 
Services District Well #6, located on the eastern edge of 
Jacumba, would not compromise groundwater resources in 
the project area. A copy of the project water availability 
form (County of San Diego Department of Planning and 
Land Use Form 399W, signed by the Jacumba Community 
Services District on July 8, 2010) is provided in 
Appendix B. 

RESPONSE TO 401-13: The EIS at Section 3.2 is revised 
to acknowledge the visual impacts of the project on the three 
identified homes cited in the noise impact assessment. In 
general, the facility structures would be visible from these 
residences to varying extents. However, the visual 
assessment methodology, which is accepted by the County 
of San Diego, relies on the identification of – and views 
from – key observation points, such as segments of U.S. 
Highway 8 and the Table Mountain recreational area. 
Individual residences are located within the areas that 
correspond with some of the KOPs analyzed. 
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 RESPONSE TO 401-14: Potential cumulative impacts of 
the proposed action on biological resources are addressed in 
Section 5.3.1. This section of the EIS is revised to 
acknowledge potential cumulative project impacts on the 
Las Californias Binational Conservation Initiative. The 
Initiative’s ongoing efforts could be impacted to the extent 
that the presence of wind and other development projects, 
and associated impacts to native habitats and habitat 
linkages could reduce the conservation value of certain 
targeted conservation properties. Potential impacts include 
hindering the creation of new conservation properties or a 
reduction in the size of conservation lands by making land 
acquisition and consolidation more costly and difficult, and 
by reducing the attractiveness of some areas for inclusion in 
the conservation program. 

RESPONSE TO 401-15: EIS Section 3.7 (Transportation 
and Traffic) and 3.9 (Fire and Fuels Management) are 
revised to discuss potential limitations on aerial fire-fighting 
efforts due to the presence of the transmission lines. 
Mitigation Transportation-1 (coordination with Border 
Patrol) is revised to include an additional requirement for 
coordination with CAL FIRE. This will ensure proper 
planning for future fire responses. 

Potential impacts to recreational and other plane operators 
are discussed in EIS Section 3.7. According to the Jacumba 
Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan, structures such as cell 
phone towers, wind turbines and transmission lines are  
compatible land uses (i.e., they would not interfere with 
aircraft) when located at least 1,500 feet (457 meters) 
beyond either end of the runway (San Diego County  
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 Regional Airport Authority 2006). The proposed project 
would be located approximately 3 miles (4.8 km) east of the 
Jacumba Airport; therefore, the project would not interfere 
with aircraft activity. 

DOE acknowledges that the lighting could be placed on the 
towers/poles in response to a request by the U.S. Border 
Patrol. If this occurs on the 230-kV transmission lines or 
monopoles (150 feet; 46 m), then the total height of the 
structures would not exceed 170 feet (52 m). If this occurs 
on the 500-kV transmission lines or monopoles (170 feet; 52 
m), then the total height of the structures would exceed 170 
feet (52 m) in height. However, such placement of the lights 
would be for the sole purpose of reducing aviation hazards, 
and FAA would be advised of the proposed lighting. The 
EIS also notes that from a visual resource perspective, the 
lattice towers are preferable to the monopoles.  

Section 3.1 is revised to include a discussion of potential 
impacts to wildlife, including migratory birds, whose flight 
patterns may be disturbed by artificial lighting, and ground-
foraging wildlife, should aviation lights be installed. 

RESPONSE TO 401-16: Refer to response to comment 
305-1 for a discussion of transmission of power from only 
renewable energy projects. 

RESPONSE TO 401-17: Refer to responses to comments 
401-1 through 401-16. 
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 RESPONSE TO 402-1: Section 3.1 has been revised to 
include additional information about potential impacts to 
birds. DOE relied primarily on literature reviews to ascertain 
whether the project site is a known bird migration corridor. 
Additionally, as discussed in text added to Section 3.1.1.6, 
DOE used findings of golden eagle nest surveys performed 
for the ECO Substation/Tule Wind EIR/EIS. DOE did not 
find any information in publicly available literature that 
would indicate that the ESJ U.S. Transmission Line project 
is located in a known bird migration corridor. As stated in 
Section 3.1.2.3, published sources indicate that bird 
migration along the east side of the San Diego County 
mountains is most concentrated in the canyons and valleys 
that lead from northwest to southeast, such as Grapevine 
Canyon in Anza Borrego Desert State Park and San Felipe 
Valley.  

DOE has based its EIS evaluation on available and credible 
scientific information, including general indicators of habitat 
values in Mexico from publicly available literature, aerial 
photography, and summary results from an ongoing golden 
eagle and California condor study in the ESJ Wind project 
region. The EIS now contains a more robust analysis and 
discussion of impacts in the U.S. to the local area population 
of golden eagles, as well as updated information related to 
studies of California condors by the San Diego Zoo in 
Section 3.1 of the document.  As discussed in response to 
comment 108-8, the San Diego Zoo’s Institute for 
Conservation Research has been conducting golden eagle 
and California condor studies in the ESJ Wind project 
region. Discussion of the San Diego Zoo’s research program 
as of January 2012, as well as the ICR’s conclusions and 
recommendations, are provided in Section 3.1.  
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 Radar and other techniques for monitoring nighttime bird 
migration could be appropriate for investigating bird 
behavior in the vicinity of the proposed wind turbines in 
Mexico, both before turbines are sited and after they are 
installed and operating. 

RESPONSE TO 402-2: The EIS at Section 3.1 
acknowledges that habitats within the project area provide 
suitable protective cover, foraging, migration, and breeding 
habitat for a variety of animals, including resident and 
migratory birds. Although high ridgelines have value for 
migrating raptors and the Jacumba and In-Ko-Pah villages 
may attract migratory birds due to their seasonal water 
resources, agriculture, and spring wildflowers, these 
conditions are not present at the ESJ U.S. Transmission Line 
project location, supporting DOE’s judgment that the project 
location is not part of a known bird migration corridor. DOE 
did not find any further information in available literature 
that indicates that the ESJ U.S. Transmission Line project is 
located in a known bird migration corridor.  

RESPONSE TO 402-3: The EIS is revised to acknowledge 
that 10 acres of foraging habitat would be impacted, with a 
corresponding impact to the resident San Diego black-tailed 
jackrabbit populations, the principal prey of the eagles. This 
reduction in habitat will occur in a small area relative to the 
surrounding available undeveloped foraging area, and the 
applicant has committed to a long-term conservation 
easement of similar or better habitat value.  
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 Section 3.1 is revised to include additional information 
regarding the risk of electrocution from transmission lines of 
larger avian species such as eagles and condors. The Avian 
Power Line Interaction Committee (APLIC) 
(http://www.aplic.org/) publishes avian protection 
guidelines, including a “Suggested Practices” manual. The 
most current (2006) version of the Suggested Practices 
manual recommends 60 inches (152 cm) of horizontal 
separation and 40 inches (102 cm) of vertical separation 
between energized and non-insulated phase conductors and 
grounded components for protection of birds up to the size 
of eagles. The applicant has confirmed that its design will 
meet or exceed these separations.  

As discussed in Section 3.1, APLIC’s 2006 Suggested 
Practices indicates that, due to their larger wingspans, 
California condors require greater separations than eagles, 
but the report does not make specific recommendations on 
separation distances for condors. Application drawings 
provided in EIS Appendix B indicate that the phase 
separation on the ESJ U.S. Transmission Line project 
towers/monopoles (i.e., the minimum horizontal and vertical 
distances between energized conductors, or between 
energized conductors and grounded equipment such as the 
tower or pole structure), will be well in excess of  72 inches 
(183 cm). In addition, electrical industry standards (e.g., 
California Public Utility Commission General Order 95) 
generally require such distances for the voltages that are 
proposed. Application drawings provided in Appendix B 
indicate the dimensions on the relevant portions of the 
transmission structures.  

 

http://www.aplic.org/
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 Based on these application materials, the phase separation 
will be adequate to address potential eagle and condor 
electrocution impacts. As such, even with a conservative 
estimate of condor wingspan, the additional margin above 
APLIC recommendations for eagles is likely to be adequate 
to avoid electrocution of condors, should any condors pass 
through the project area. 

The EIS now contains a more robust analysis and discussion 
of impacts in the U.S. to the local area population of golden 
eagles, as well as updated information related to studies of 
California condors by the San Diego Zoo in Section 3.1 of 
the document.  Refer to response to comment 108-8 for a 
summary of ongoing research on California condor and 
eagle populations in the ESJ Wind project area. 

RESPONSE TO 402-4: EIS section 3.1.2.3 includes a 
discussion of potential biological resource impacts in the 
U.S. due to construction and operation of the ESJ Wind 
project in Mexico. Potential impacts due to avian mortality 
of migratory birds are acknowledged. Further analysis of 
these potential impacts is presented in Section 3.1.2.3 in 
response to this and other comments on the Draft EIS. 

In preparing that analysis, DOE reviewed relevant and 
available information sources regarding buffers between 
golden eagle nests and turbines, including the USFWS 
Comments on Summit Ridge Wind project (USFWS 2010), 
recent draft guidelines from USFWS, and a January 2012 
summary of results from Sempra’s internal study conducted 
by San Diego Zoo regarding eagle nest locations and general 
quality of forage habitat in the wind turbine area (San Diego 
Zoo 2012). The EIS now contains a more robust analysis 
and discussion of impacts in the U.S. to the local area 
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population of golden eagles, as well as updated information 
related to studies of California condors by the San Diego 
Zoo in Section 3.1 of the document.   

  RESPONSE TO 402-5: The EIS now contains updated 
information related to studies of California condors by the 
San Diego Zoo in Section 3.1 of the document.  The EIS at 
Section 3.1 acknowledges that the project site is within the 
range of the California condor (Gymnogyps californianus), 
and this was addressed in DOE’s consultation with USFWS 
(refer to DOE’s March 8, 2011 letter to USFWS, provided 
in Appendix C.10). This species is considered to have a very 
low probability of occurring in the project area based on 
limited distribution within its historic range and the absence 
of recent sightings in the ESJ U.S. Transmission Line 
project vicinity (with the exception of a 2007 sighting near 
Jacumba). The Avian Power Line Interaction Committee 
(APLIC) is a consortium of utility industry, wildlife 
resource agencies, conservation groups, and manufacturers 
of avian protection products. The APLIC publishes avian 
protection guidelines, including a “Suggested Practices” 
manual. The most current (2006) version of the Suggested 
Practices manual recommends 60 inches (152 cm) of 
horizontal separation and 40 inches (102 cm) of vertical 
separation between energized and non-insulated phase 
conductors and grounded components for protection of birds 
up to the size of eagles. The applicant confirmed that its 
design will meet or exceed these separations. However, the 
APLIC report indicates that, due to their larger wingspans, 
California condors require greater separations than eagles, 
but the report does not make specific recommendations on 
separation distances for condors. California condors have 
reported wingspans up to 118 inches (300 cm) (APLIC 
2006). The applicant’s design (see drawings provided in 
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Appendix B) provides for a minimum horizontal separation 
of 13 ft (132 inches) and a minimum vertical separation of 9 
ft (108 inches) between conductors and structures, with 
larger separations between conductors. These separations 
should avoid electrocution of condors, should any condors 
pass through the project area. 

Conformance with these design specifications will reduce 
the potential for condor electrocution. Therefore, 
construction and operation of the ESJ U.S. Transmission 
Line project is not expected to adversely affect California 
condors.  

Response to comment 108-8 provides additional discussion 
of potential impacts to condors from proposed wind turbines 
in Mexico.  

RESPONSE TO 402-6: The suggested long-term biological 
monitoring and information sharing program among 
multiple projects, potentially including protocols for 
mitigation of wildlife losses during wind project operations, 
would be a long-term program requiring coordination 
among the multiple sponsors of wind projects in the region, 
together with federal land managers, state agencies, and 

  local government. Since DOE lacks jurisdiction over any of 
the wind projects in the region, including the ESJ Wind 
project in Mexico, this suggested program is beyond DOE’s 
jurisdiction and would be more appropriately implemented 
through State and local agencies. 

EIS section 3.1.2.3 includes a more robust discussion of 
potential biological resource impacts in the U.S. due to 
related activities in Mexico. Further analysis of these 
potential impacts is presented in Section 3.1.2.3 in response 
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to this and other comments on the Draft EIS. 

RESPONSE TO 402-7: Mitigation Biology-1 (Worker 
Training) is revised to clarify that a qualified biologist 
would provide the biological resources training to contractor 
personnel both prior to construction and prior to major (non-
routine) repair and maintenance during operations. The 
mitigation indicates the general measures to be addressed in 
the training program. Additional specific measures (the 
implementation plan) would be developed by the qualified 
biological resources trainer.  

The suggested monitoring and identification of wildlife 
losses, adaptive mitigation measures to be taken in the event 
that avian and other wildlife populations are negatively 
impacted, and thresholds for implementing these measures 
during wind project operations would be a long-term 
program requiring coordination among the multiple 
sponsors of wind projects in the region, together with 
federal land managers, state agencies, and local government. 
Since DOE lacks jurisdiction over any of the wind projects 
in the region, including the ESJ Wind project in Mexico, 
this suggested mitigation program is beyond DOE’s 
jurisdiction and would be more appropriately implemented 
through State and local agencies. 

  RESPONSE TO 402-8: See response to comment 305-7. 
The alternative transmission route suggested by the 
commenter is now discussed in Section 2.8.1. 

RESPONSE TO 402-9: DOE lacks jurisdiction over the 
design and location of the ESJ Wind project. 
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 RESPONSE TO 403-1: Additional information concerning 
potential impacts to wildlife habitat is provided in Section 
3.1 (Biological Resources) and Section 5 (Cumulative 
Impacts); this information is summarized in various 
responses.  

RESPONSE TO 403-2: As is explained in text added to 
Section 1.5.1.2, distributed energy alternatives, such as 
small scale solar panel applications in urban settings, are 
outside the range of reasonable alternatives analysis because 
they do not respond to DOE’s purpose and need. 

RESPONSE TO 403-3: The loss of potential forage habitat 
is acknowledged in the EIS. The applicant’s proposed 
conservation easement is an appropriate measure to address 
long-term loss of habitat because it would ensure that an 
area of equivalent size and equivalent or greater forage 
value is preserved in open space as that impacted by project 
construction.  

Response to comment 108-7 provides additional discussion 
of Peninsular bighorn sheep population, migration patterns, 
and migration corridors. DOE’s March 8, 2011 letter to 
USFWS indicates the outcome of consultation with the 
USFWS, including consultation on potential impacts of the 
ESJ U.S. Transmission Line project on Peninsular bighorn 
sheep. This letter is added to EIS Appendix C. 

RESPONSE TO 403-4: The EIS discusses this potential 
loss of habitat that supports birds protected under the 
MBTA and BGEPA resulting from Phase 1 and future 
phases (See Section 3.1.2.3). Refer to response to comment 
201-3 for additional discussion of MBTA and BGEPA 
issues. 
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RESPONSE TO 403-5: This potential impact is discussed 
in EIS Section 3.1.2.1. Under Mitigation Biology-3 (Weed 
Control Plan), ESJ would prepare and implement a weed 
control plan that describes the weed control measures during 
the pre-construction, construction, long-term operations 
phases. The measures would be developed by qualified 
individuals in consultation with appropriate agencies (e.g., 
the County of San Diego Agriculture Commissioner’s 
Office and the California Invasive Plant Council) and would 
include several elements designed to minimize this potential 
impact.  

RESPONSE TO 403-6: As discussed in Section 3.1, 
County of San Diego Guidelines require mitigation of any 
impacts to the Sonoran Mixed Woody Scrub habitat type at 
a ratio of 1:1 and mitigation of impacts to Peninsular Juniper 
Woodland and Scrub habitat type at a 3:1 ratio. 
Accordingly, ESJ has proposed that either 12.48 acres (5.1 
ha) or 14.0 acres (4.72 ha) be placed into a conservation 
easement, depending on which access road option is 
selected. The larger of these acreages would be used if 
access road Option B is selected. In comparison, as noted in 
EIS Table 2-3, the maximum total disturbed acreage for the 
revised 230-kV Route (the applicant’s preferred alternative) 
with access road option B would be 9.78 acres (3.93 ha), 
and the maximum total disturbed acreage for the revised 
500-kV Route with access road option B would be 10.83 
acres (4.36 ha). The conservation easement is expected to be 
effective in addressing long-term loss of habitat because it 
would preserve habitat that is functionally similar to, and at 
least as large as, that impacted by project construction. The 
size dimensions and location of the Conservation easement 
was also determined by the County of San Diego to be 
reasonable and appropriate to offset potential impacts from 
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transmission line construction in the U.S., in accordance 
with applicable County guidelines. The conservation 
easement discussed in Section 3.1 for Alternatives 2 and 3 
would also be applied under the Alternative 4, with the 
required size of the easement determined from the acreages 
of different vegetation types affected.  

RESPONSE TO 403-7: The EIS at Section 3.1.2.3 
acknowledges the potential habitat values of the ESJ Wind 
project development area in the context of potential impacts 
to species in the U.S. The discussion in Section 3.1.2.3 of 
potential impacts in the U.S. from the ESJ Wind project in 
Mexico has been expanded. Potential cumulative impacts of 
the proposed action on biological resources are addressed in 
Section 5.3.1. 

RESPONSE TO 403-8: The applicant has proposed several 
measures that are consistent with established protocol for 
cultural resource impact avoidance and mitigation. These 
measures are listed in EIS Section 2.7 and discussed further 
in Section 3.5 (Cultural Resources). As discussed in 
response to comment 305-20, the applicant-proposed 
measures are revised to indicate that ESJ would implement a 
cultural resource construction grading monitoring and a 
potential data recovery program, to be developed in 
accordance with the County of San Diego Guidelines for 
Determining Significance and the Report Format and 
Content requirements. The program would be conducted by 
a County of San Diego Qualified consultant. A Native 
American representative will be invited to monitor 
earthwork. 

As discussed in response to comment 201-6, the EIS 
incorporates the applicant-proposed measures and additional 
mitigation measures, as described throughout the EIS and 
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summarized in Section 2.7 (Applicant-Proposed Measures 
Applicable to All Alternatives) and Table 2-4 (Summary of 
Impacts by Resource Area). Measures incorporated within 
the project’s design are not considered mitigation measures. 
If the measures reduce a potentially significant impact, they 
eliminate the potential for that significant impact, since the 
“measure” is now an integral component of the Project. The 
Record of Decision will incorporate the additional 
mitigation measures and reflect that the applicant-proposed 
measures are incorporated into the project description. 
Section 106 consultation efforts are on-going as of this 
writing. 

RESPONSE TO 403-9: Refer to response to comments 
306-1 through 306-10 for an updated discussion of fire 
protection measures that have been incorporated into the 
project. Potential cumulative impacts of the proposed action 
on fire and fuels management are addressed in Section 5.3.9. 

RESPONSE TO 403-10: The EIS visual impact assessment 
(Section 3.2) acknowledges and describes the scenic 
resource values of the project area, including the value of 
dark skies and the applicability of County of San Diego 
Guidelines for Determining Significance for Dark Skies and 
Glare (available online at 
http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/Dark_Skies_Guidelines.pdf). 
The discussion in Section 5.3.2 of cumulative impacts to 
visual resources is also expanded in the final EIS to address 
visual resource impacts. Refer to the response to comment 
501-1 for additional discussion of impacts to dark skies.  

RESPONSE TO 403-11: Seismic-induced impacts (e.g., 
wildfire risk, service interruption) are addressed in Section 
3.12.2.3. As noted in that section, no active faults are 

http://www.sdcounty.ca.gov/dplu/docs/Dark_Skies_Guidelines.pdf
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present nearby; the nearest active faults are located near 
Julian and Elsinore, California, approximately 15 miles (24 
km) north and 10 miles (16 km) north-northeast, 
respectively, and geological maps indicate the presence of 
two inactive buried faults located adjacent to the corridors. 
Although both of the inactive faults are relatively short, the 
proposed transmission line could experience moderate to 
high groundshaking during a large earthquake associated 
with one of the major faults in the region (such as the 
magnitude 7.2 earthquake which occurred southeast of the 
corridor on April 4, 2010). Although such seismically-
induced groundshaking could damage project facilities, 
overhead transmission lines and their support structures are 
designed for dynamic loading under variable wind 
conditions that generally exceed earthquake loads. This 
inherent design feature tends to minimize the potential for 
damage to structures from groundshaking related to 
earthquakes. Further, overhead transmission lines consist of 
a system of support structures and interconnecting wire that 
is inherently flexible, and industry experience has 
demonstrated that these facilities generally do not 
experience significant damage due to earthquakes 
(CPUC/BLM 2008a). The potential for an earthquake to 
cause significant damage to project facilities is considered 
minor based on these design features and due to the distance 
to active faults, but the potential for impact would occur 
over the life of the project. Refer to Section 3.9 (Fire and 
Fuels Management) and responses to comments 306-1 
through 306-10 for discussion of mitigation measures that 
will be required by the County of San Diego to reduce 
impacts from wildfires that could be caused by the project 
transmission lines. 
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 RESPONSE TO 404-1: The comment is noted. 

RESPONSE TO 404-2: The comment is noted. 
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 RESPONSE TO 405-1: Refer to response to comment 
103-1. 
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 RESPONSE TO 406-1: Refer to response to comment 
103-1. 
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 RESPONSE TO 407-1: Refer to response to comment 
103-1. 
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 RESPONSE TO 408-1: Refer to response to comment 
103-1. 
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 RESPONSE TO 409-1: Refer to response to comment 
103-1. 
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 RESPONSE TO 410-1: Refer to response to comment 
103-1. 
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 RESPONSE 411-1: The IBEW comment letter and 
numerous individual commenters expressed concerns that 
the project would facilitate the export of American jobs 
(particularly union electrical worker jobs in San Diego and 
Imperial Counties), increase the U.S. dependence on foreign 
energy, and undermine American environmental and labor 
laws. Potential socioeconomic impacts associated with 
short-term jobs from the ESJ U.S. Transmission Line project 
are addressed in EIS Section 3.13. However, the topics of 
labor policy and California energy policy are outside the 
scope of the NEPA process. DOE will consider comments 
on these topics as well as all other comments received in 
this proceeding in the course of evaluating the Presidential 
permit application. Refer to response to comment 103-1 for 
additional discussion of the purpose and need for DOE’s 
action; and ESJ’s stated objective for the proposed 
transmission line. 

The following individuals provided comments on post cards 
that were attached to the IBEW letter (a “*” is indicated 
where the person’s name was not legible): 

Christin Rivera 
Nicholas & Alex Aurora 
Richard & Shirley Jacob 
Alex Valdez 
Tammy Spinks 
Matt Churchill 
Chad Barsoom 
Ken Collier 
Brian Moore 
Jared Strong 
Charles Brown 
Greg  Postus* 

Skyler Littlefield 
Chris Wood 
Mara Davis 
Christopher M. Smith 
Francisco Jimenez 
Christian Serna 
Douglas West 
* 
Grant McMurray 
Logan * 
Adam * 
Jason Rupp 

David Wallace 
Michael Becker 
Robert Gadson 
Francisco Gonzales 
Ramon Villa 
Angela Ramirez 
Lucy M. Hernandez 
Carolina Villa 
Aide Monguia* 
Dean Betzold 
Tim Elms 
Ken * 



Volume 3 
Comments and Responses 

Energia Sierra Juarez U.S. Transmission Line Final EIS 400-60 May 2012 

Reginald Williams 
Ben Thiessen 
Chuck D. Castillo 
Eliseo Nunez 
Phil San Martin 
Eloy Bazan 
Michael Wilborn 
Mike Sundberg 
Dan Fink* 
Michael Kroll 
Anthony Virzi 
Steve Grierson 
John Carrington 
Adrian Layva 
Michael Rossknecht 
Milan Mandill* 
Doyle S. Morrison 
Frank Arellano 
Miles Bailey 
Anthony W. Freitas 
Robert Bertucci 
Kevin Rodill 
Christopher Schroeder 
Brandon Collier 
Jeremy Pribyl* 
Brent Master 
Sal Maces 
Brian Dawson 
Ryan Springer 
Eric Biddlecome 
Shannon R. Strasner 
Mark Britt 
Christopher Chestnut 
Nick Reznik 
Chase Beck 
* 

Jon Leese 
Christopher Howell 
Sam Far* 
Wayne Ghrig* 
Michelle Kuy* 
Elizabeth Newman 
Vitantas Bugvilionis 
Alberto Urrer 
Jim Miller 
Fred * 
Lorena Gonzalez 
Vincent Anderson 
Larissa Gilbert 
Ahshawn James 
Carlos Sainz 
Logan Everich 
Victor Manuel Garcia 
Danny Crimmey 
Amy Robershaw 
Luke Eisele 
Vernell Clark 
Timothy Eujeral* 
Rodolfo Rodriguez 
Liuna 
Brian Miller 
Rob York 
Terry Hunt 
John R* 
Tim Galloway 
Allan* 
Timothy Ramos* 
Marlon Sanchez 
Ben Ruckle 
Ron Maynard  
Jose Magana 
Blake Jaime 

Jane Bausa 
Leo Loomis 
Bill Freeman 
* 
Geshalem Perez 
Carol Ann Flanagan 
Erica Moore 
Virginia Toth* 
Michael Flaherty 
Joan Raymond 
Anthony Saavedra* 
Dennis McNaney 
Isaac Carbajal 
Mike Giamanco 
David Lacombe 
Richard McCoy 
Clint Boltz 
Victor Almazan 
Cory Smith 
Dann Rivera 
Sin Khounborin* 
Alex Desa 
Jason Gold 
Chris English 
Jeremy Graham 
Alex Yepis 
Anthony Lovins 
Josh Archie 
Mark DiPari 
Gerald Hunter 
Erik Gibbs 
Glenn A. Wallis Sr. 
Sergio Bernal 
Miguel Paz 
John Sherrell 
Christopher Gudmundson 
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 RESPONSE 412-1: Refer to response to comment 103-1. 
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 RESPONSE 413-1: Refer to response to comment 103-1. 
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 RESPONSE 414-1: Refer to response to comment 103-1. 
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 RESPONSE 415-1: Refer to response to comment 103-1. 
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 RESPONSE TO 416-1: The comment is noted.  
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 RESPONSE TO 416-2: DOE’s decision-making process 
for Presidential permits is discussed in response to 
comments 101-1 and 101-3. 
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 RESPONSE TO 416-3: DOE has endeavored to prepare 
this EIS in accordance with the requirements of NEPA, 
including the CEQ regulations at 40 CFR 1500-1508 and 
DOE’s own NEPA regulations at 10 CFR 1021. Refer to the 
responses to comments 416-18 and 416-19 for information 
on the relationship between this EIS and the County of San 
Diego’s review under CEQA. 

RESPONSE TO 416-4: DOE has endeavored to prepare 
this EIS in accordance with the requirements of NEPA. 
Indirect effects within the U.S. from the ESJ Wind project in 
Mexico are considered throughout Section 3.  
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 RESPONSE TO 416-5: Responses to comments 108-8 and 
402-5 provide additional discussion of the California 
condor. DOE’s March 8, 2011 letter to USFWS indicates 
the outcome of consultation with the USFWS, including 
consultation on potential impacts of the ESJ U.S. 
Transmission Line project on California condor. This letter 
is added to EIS Appendix C. 
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 RESPONSE TO 416-6: Response to comment 108-7 
provides additional discussion of Peninsular bighorn sheep 
population, migration patterns, and migration corridors. 
DOE’s March 8, 2011 letter to USFWS indicates the 
outcome of consultation with the USFWS, including 
consultation on potential impacts of the ESJ U.S. 
Transmission Line project on Peninsular bighorn sheep. 
This letter is added to EIS Appendix C. 
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 RESPONSE TO 416-7: The EIS is updated at Section 3.1 
to include a discussion of potential cross-border impacts to 
banded geckos. The loss of vegetation due to wind farm 
development in Mexico is not anticipated to result in 
impacts to the U.S. population of this species due to the 
distance between the wind turbine development and 
available habitat in the project area. 
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 RESPONSE TO 416-8: The EIS is updated at Section 3.1 
to include additional discussion of potential impacts to 
golden eagles. Response to comment 108-8 also provides 
discussion of the golden eagle.  
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 RESPONSE TO 416-9: Section 3.1 is updated to include a 
discussion of potential cross-border impacts to the U.S. 
population of Quino checkerspot butterfly. The loss of 
vegetation due to wind farm development in Mexico is not 
anticipated to result in cross-border impacts to the U.S. 
population due to the distance between the wind turbine 
development area and the U.S. and the dispersed siting of 
the turbines. 
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 RESPONSE TO 416-10: Refer to response to comment 
401-14 for a discussion of the project’s potential effects on 
regional conservation initiatives, including the Las 
Californias Binational Conservation Initiative. The initiative 
is also addressed in EIS Section 5 (Cumulative Impacts). 



Volume 3 
Comments and Responses 

Energia Sierra Juarez U.S. Transmission Line Final EIS 400-81 May 2012 

 

 RESPONSE TO 416-11: EIS Section 3.2 is revised to 
clarify the location of residences in proximity to the 
proposed project, and the corresponding Key Observation 
Points that provide representative views from these 
residential locations. The EIS acknowledges the potential 
visual impacts of the project on these viewpoints. In general, 
the facility structures would be visible from these residences 
to varying extents. However, the visual assessment 
methodology, which is accepted by the County of San 
Diego, relies on the identification of – and views from – key 
observation points, such as segments of U.S. Highway 8 and 
the Table Mountain recreational area. The selection of Key 
Observation Points is discussed in Section 3.2.1.2. 
Individual residences are located within the areas that 
correspond with some of the KOPs analyzed.  

With regard to the mobile home observed near the project 
site, the EIS assessment assumes that the home could be 
occupied during construction and operation of the project. 
Therefore it is not necessary to verify the occupancy of the 
home at the time of the impact assessment. 
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 RESPONSE TO 416-12: Section 3.9 (Fire and Fuels 
Management) has been augmented to provide more 
discussion of the effects of wind turbines in Mexico on 
wildfire risk in California. As discussed in Section 3.9.2.3, 
the EIS acknowledges that a wildfire could originate from 
the wind turbine development in Mexico and travel north 
across the U.S.-Mexico border. This situation could result 
from an incident associated with the ESJ Wind project 
transmission lines in the vicinity of the border, or as a result 
of a fire that originates in the wind turbine development 
area. Wind turbines can be the source of wildfire ignitions 
due to wind turbine collapse, power collection line failure, 
turbine malfunction or mechanical failure, and lightning- 
and bird-related incidents. The EIS notes that certain design 
features generally could be installed on individual wind 
turbines to reduce the probability of a fire, e.g., lightning 
arresters and thermal monitoring systems that detect 
temperature increases and automatically shut off the 
generating system above a critical thermal threshold.  

DOE does not have information on whether the ESJ Wind 
project would incorporate these types of measures, and this 
is beyond the purview of the EIS. DOE reviewed a partial 
translation of the Mexican MIA permit (or La Manifestación 
de Impacto Ambiental, modalidad regional [MIA-R]). The 
permit requires a Fire Protection Plan to be prepared prior to 
construction in coordination with relevant agencies. The 
purpose of the plan would be to evaluate the likelihood of 
fire sources, identify preventive measures, and develop site-
specific action plans in the event of a fire in the ESJ Wind 
project area. Burning is not permitted for land clearing. The 
EIS is revised to include this information. See also the 
response to comment 108-3. 
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 RESPONSE TO 416-13: EIS Section 3.7 (Transportation 
and Traffic) and 3.9 (Fire and Fuels Management) are 
revised to discuss potential limitations on aerial fire-fighting 
efforts due to the presence of the transmission lines. 
Mitigation Transportation-1 (coordination with Border 
Patrol) is revised to include an additional requirement for 
coordination with CAL FIRE. An operations fire protection 
plan is presented in Appendix B. This plan, which was 
accepted by the San Diego Rural Fire Protection District, 
states that aerial firefighting is not likely to be necessary in 
the ESJ U.S. Transmission Line project area due to the 
relatively flat terrain and available access. Refer to 
responses to comments 306-1 through 306-10 for additional 
discussion of fire-fighting issues. No additional mitigation 
measures are considered necessary. 

RESPONSE TO 416-14: Refer to response to comment 
103-1. 
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 RESPONSE TO 416-15: Refer to response to comment 
103-1. 
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 RESPONSE TO 416-16: Refer to response to comment 
103-1. 
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 RESPONSE TO 416-17: Potential socioeconomic impacts 
associated with short-term jobs from the ESJ U.S. 
Transmission Line project are addressed in EIS Section 
3.13. Comments pertaining to the merits of the project with 
respect to labor policy (“jobs”), national energy policy, and 
California utility regulations are outside the scope of the 
NEPA process. DOE will consider these comments as well 
as all other comments received in that proceeding before 
making a final determination on the permit application.  
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 RESPONSE TO 416-18: Refer to response to comment 
305-9 for discussion of the purpose and intent of the EIS 
with respect to NEPA and CEQA. The intent of the EIS 
from its outset was to serve the purpose of the federal NEPA 
and DOE has not represented its intent as also addressing 
the CEQA requirements.  

With regard to the preparation of a separate DOE NEPA 
document for the ESJ U.S. Transmission Line project, 
independent of the BLM’s and CPUC’s preparation of a 
joint NEPA and CEQA document for the Tule Wind, ECO 
Substation, and ESJ U.S. Transmission Line projects, it 
should be noted that the County of San Diego is a 
cooperating agency with DOE, and DOE is a cooperating 
agency with BLM. These cooperating agency relationships 
are commonly used and ensure a sufficient degree of inter-
agency coordination such that information used in the 
analyses is consistent between the documents. However, this 
relationship does not necessarily require that the findings of 
the analyses be identical, provided that DOE’s analysis 
conforms to NEPA and is adequately documented.  

RESPONSE TO 416-19: Refer to response to comment 
305-9 for discussion of the purpose and intent of the EIS 
with respect to NEPA and CEQA. The intent of the EIS 
from its outset was to serve the purpose of the federal NEPA 
and DOE has not represented its intent as also addressing 
the CEQA requirements.  
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 With regard to the preparation of a separate DOE NEPA 
document for the ESJ U.S. Transmission Line project, 
independent of the BLM’s and CPUC’s preparation of a 
joint NEPA and CEQA document for the Tule Wind, ECO 
Substation, and ESJ U.S. Transmission Line projects, it 
should be noted that the County of San Diego is a 
cooperating agency with DOE, and DOE is a cooperating 
agency with BLM. These cooperating agency relationships 
are commonly used and ensure a sufficient degree of inter-
agency coordination such that information used in the 
analyses is consistent between the documents. However, this 
relationship does not require that the findings of the 
analyses be identical, and, by the same token, allows for the 
two separate documents to reach the same findings, 
provided that DOE’s analysis conforms to NEPA and is 
adequately documented. The final EIS is responsive to the 
County’s comments (see response to County of San Diego 
comments); whatever deficiencies that were identified are 
addressed.  
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 RESPONSE TO 416-20: Refer to response to comment 
416-19 for discussion of consistency between the DOE EIS 
and the CPUC/BLM EIR/EIS. 
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 RESPONSE TO 416-21: The important issue of grid 
reliability is considered by DOE external to the NEPA 
process, in the course of evaluation of the application for the 
Presidential permit. The Presidential permit regulations (10 
CFR 205.322 Application for Presidential Permit 
Authorizing the Construction) are available on the Internet 
at http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-
idx?c=ecfr&rgn=div6&view=text&node=10:3.0.1.1.3.13&i
dno=10 (see §205.320 et seq). The following excerpt from 
these regulations describes the information required related 
to electricity reliability: 

(3) Applications for the bulk power supply facility which is 
proposed to be operated at 138 kilovolts or higher shall 
contain the following bulk power system information: 

(i) Data regarding the expected power transfer 
capability, using normal and short time emergency 
conductor ratings; 

(ii) System power flow plots for the applicant's service 
area for heavy summer and light spring load 
periods, with and without the proposed international 
interconnection, for the year the line is scheduled to 
be placed in service and for the fifth year thereafter. 
The power flow plots submitted can be in the format 
customarily used by the utility, but the ERA requires 
a detailed legend to be included with the power flow 
plots; 

http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&rgn=div6&view=text&node=10:3.0.1.1.3.13&idno=10
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&rgn=div6&view=text&node=10:3.0.1.1.3.13&idno=10
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&rgn=div6&view=text&node=10:3.0.1.1.3.13&idno=10
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 (iii) Data on the line design features for minimizing 
television and/or radio interference caused by 
operation of the subject transmission facilities; 

(iv) A description of the relay protection scheme, 
including equipment and proposed functional 
devices; 

(v) After receipt of the system power flow plots, the ERA 
may require the applicant to furnish system stability 
analysis for the applicant's system. 

Additional information related to the Presidential permit 
process and regulations is available online at: 
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-
idx?c=ecfr&rgn=div6&view=text&node=10:3.0.1.1.3.13&i
dno=10 

RESPONSE TO 416-22: The comment is noted. 

http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&rgn=div6&view=text&node=10:3.0.1.1.3.13&idno=10
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&rgn=div6&view=text&node=10:3.0.1.1.3.13&idno=10
http://ecfr.gpoaccess.gov/cgi/t/text/text-idx?c=ecfr&rgn=div6&view=text&node=10:3.0.1.1.3.13&idno=10
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 RESPONSE TO 423-1: The comments are noted. 
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